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I. Introduction : Comments on terminology

The term “humanitarian law” applies to those rules of international
law which aim to protect persons suffering from the evils of armed con-
flicts as well as, by extension, objects not directly serving military pur-
poses.

There is therefore an essential difference between humanitarian law
and “human rights”, for the latter do not apply only in time of armed
conflict.

Note the use of ““armed conflict” rather than “war”. The centuries-
old term ‘““war” is still in everyday use but has tended to disappear from
legal language over the past decades, for “war” has gradually been out-
lawed, even though resort to force, be it called ““war” or not, continues
to exist. Thus, it is at present more correct to use the term “‘armed con-
flict”, as its very vagueness may be considered an advantage. Recently
coined %, it covers any occurrence, whatever its legal character, where
two or more parties oppose each other in arms. However, it will be appro-
priate, indeed necessary, to use at times one or the other term.

The term “‘war”, in Latin bellum, has been used in the traditional
language of international law in two contexts : jus ad bellum when refer-
ring to the right to start a war, and jus in bello with reference to all the
rules binding on the belligerent parties during a war already in course.
Humanitarian law is an important, the most important perhaps, part
of the latter.

1 The term was first used in the Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property
in the Event of Armed Conflict, The Hague, May 14, 1954 (text: United Nations,
Treaty Series, vol. 249, pp. 216 fI).
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II. A Historical Review

1. Precursors of humanitarian law

It has been said that war is the well from which the science of the
law of nations was drawn. In fact, it was not until the seventeenth century
that a treatise on the law of war and the law of peace, i.e. on international
law as a whole, was first published. 2

Monographs devoted to the law of war, however, started to appear
as early as the fourteenth century 2, and chapters or at least paragraphs
discussing certain aspects of this subject can be found much earlier,
mostly in theological works.t In the Middle Ages, however, authors
limited their discussions almost exclusively to jus ad bellum, pondering
over the circumstances under which a war could be considered “just”.
Apart from the odd thought spared for sacred, i.e. ecclesiastical persons
and objects, they rarely considered the possibility of limiting a belliger-
ent’s freedom of action in a war that had already broken out. Not until
the Renaissance did the plight of those affected by the ills of war give
rise to concern 5 and the true champions of what would later come to be
called humanitarian law did not appear until the Age of Enlightenment.
They formulated a fundamentally humanitarian doctrine according to
which war should be limited to combat between soldiers, without posing
a threat either to the civilian population or non-military objects. The
prime movers of this concept were Jean-Jacques Rousseau (in a note-
worthy chapter of his Social Contract) ¢ and Emeric de Vattel (who dis-
cussed specific problems concerning the law of war in his Law of Nations).?
Rousseau and Vattel were both born in cities, Geneva and Neuchitel,

2 H. Grotius (de Groot): De jure belli ac pacis libri tres, 1st ed., Paris, 1625.

8 Bartolo de Sassoferrato: Tractatus represaliarum, 1354; Giovanni de Legnano:
De bello, de represaliis et de duello, 1360.

4 The most important of which include: St Augustin: De civitate Dei, Book XXII,
chap. 6; St. Isidore of Seville: Etymologiarum vel originum libri viginti, Book II,
chap. 1, and Book XVIII, chap. 1; St. Thomas of Aquino: Summa totius theologiae,
Secunda Secundae, Quaestio XL; etc.

5 First and foremost in the mind of the Spanish Dominican, Francisco de Vitoria:
De Indis noviter repertis et De Indis sive De jure belli Hispanorum in barbaros (in Relec-
tiones theologicae, read in 1532, published 1557), in Classics of International Law,
Washington, 1917, esp. pp. 279 et seq.

8J.-J. Rousseau: Du contrat social, 1st ed. 1762, Book 1, ch. 4 (translated into
English: The Social Contract).

7E. de Vattel: Le droit des gens; ou Principes de la loi naturelle, appliqués a la
conduite et aux affaires des nations et des souverains, 1st ed. 1758, Book III, ch. VIII,
para. 140, 145-147 and 158 (translated into English: The Law of Nations; or, Prin-
ciples of the Law of Nature, applied to the Conduct and Affairs of Nations and Sovereigns).
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that were shortly to enter the Swiss Confederation and become a part of
French-speaking Switzerland. It was here, especially in Geneva, that
humanitarian law was developed and it was from this area that know-
ledge and influence of this law spread to all the countries of the world,
whence its frequently used name: the Law of Geneva.

2. Origins of the Red Cross

The initiative came from a citizen of Geneva, Henry Dunant. In
June 1859, Dunant visited the plain of Solferino, in Lombardy, where
French and Sardinian troops had just won a victory over the Austrians.
Dunant was so borrified by the sight of the uncountable wounded soldiers
abandoned on the battlefield that he was moved to devote the better part
of his life to finding the ways and means — both in law and in practice —
to improve the plight of victims of war. His book, A Memory of Solferino,
which appeared in 1862, profoundly touched public opinion in Switzer-
land and in many other countries. At the instigation of the International
Standing Committee for Aid to Wounded Soldiers, known as the “Com-
mittee of Five” and founded in Geneva with General Dufour as chair-
man — succeeded shortly thereafter by Gustave Moynier — and Dunant
as secretary, the Swiss Government decided to convene, also in Geneva,
a diplomatic conference which resulted in the signing, on 22 August 1864,
of the Convention for the Amelioration of the Condition of the Wounded
in Armies in the Field.

To emphasize the Swiss origins of the movement, the decision was
soon taken to adopt, as the distinctive sign of the protection granted to
wounded soldiers, the inversed colours of the Swiss flag (a white cross on
a red ground), that is to say, a red cross on a white ground.® In 1880,
the Committee of Five became the International Committee of the Red
Cross (ICRC), a name it has kept to this day. One by one, numerous
National Societies were created and they adopted the same emblem. At
the request of certain Islamic countries, the red crescent was also admit-
ted. The red lion and sun was used for a time by Iran, but was abandoned
(in 1980) in favour of the red crescent.

In view of the increasing number of National Societies, the League
of Red Cross Societies was founded in Paris in 1919; it transferred its
headquarters to Geneva in 1939. The League is an international non-
governmental organization in the literal sense, whereas the ICRC,
although it has international competence, is a Swiss legal entity and
only Swiss citizens can become members.

8 On this subject, see below, ch. IX.
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The exclusively Swiss character of the ICRC has at times been criti-
cized. It is, however, this very characteristic that guarantees its complete
neutrality and allows it to act without delay in time of armed conflict or
disturbances. If its composition were “international” in the usual sense
of the word, there would be several difficulties to overcome. First a sys-
tem would have to be devised to distribute seats on the Committee
among different countries or regions. Second, the decision to assist one
or the other country could often be taken only after long and tiresome
discussions reflecting ideological differences between members of the inter-
national community ; all action would be delayed and more difficult for
the parties to a conflict to accept.

Within the Red Cross movement as a whole, each country and each
region has many opportunities to make itself heard. On the national
level, each Society, in accordance with the Statutes of the International
Red Cross, is completely autonomous. On the international level, every
National Society participates in the League’s decisions, mainly to co-
ordinate humanjtarijan action in case of natural disaster. International
Red Cross Conferences, which are held every four years and are attended
not only by the ICRC, the League and the National Societies, but also
by the governments signatories to the Geneva Conventions, are a
further occasion on which these different national and international
components can express their views on all of the problems confronting
the movement.

3. Red Cross Principles

In this context, what are the fundamental principles observed by the
International Committee or by any other Red Cross body when carry-
ing out its activities ?

These principles, which have been reiterated on numerous occasions ?
but which have not undergone any fundamental change since Henry
Dunant published his moving account of the scene on the battlefield at
Solferino, and since the Committee of Five induced the Swiss Federal
Government to convene the First Geneva Conference, are as follows:
humanity, impartiality, neutrality, independence, voluntary service,
unity, universality. The four latter principles indicate the lines on which

9 For their present-day version, formally adopted at the Twentieth International
Red Cross Conference, Vienna, October 1965, see J. Pictet: The Principles of Inter-
national Humanitarian Law, ICRC, Geneva, 1967, which classifies them somewhat
differently from the present writer.
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the Red Cross is organized. It is a social institution in the full sense of
the term : it remains independent of any State power ; it seeks no profit ;
there is only one Society in each country; it is a world-wide movement;
when they meet, the representatives of each country are guaranteed
complete equality of rights. The first three principles are the basis of
every Red Cross action. The Red Cross is in no way interested in know-
ing which party to a conflict is right and which is wrong, or even which
is the aggressor and which the victim of aggression.*® It leaves it to bodies
such as the United Nations Security Council or General Assembly
to debate these issues which are often exceedingly difficult to resolve.
At all times, the Red Cross sees only the man who is suffering and in
need, sometirnes desperately, of disinterested assistance.

III. The Development of Humanitarian Law

The ICRC feels that besides organizing protection and assistance
activities in time of armed conflict, one of its tasks is to see that humani-
tarian law is developed and above all adapted to modern-day reality.

The very brief 1864 Convention was therefore merely the first step
in a long historical process which has witnessed several major advances
in the field of humanitarian law :

1906 — (new) Geneva Convention for the Amelioration of the Con-
dition of the Wounded and Sick in Armies in the Field;

1907 — The (tenth) Hague Convention for the Adaptation to Maritime
Warfare of the Principles of the Geneva Convention ;1

1929 — two Geneva Conventions: one covering the same ground (and
with the same name) as the Convention of 1864 and 1906;
the other relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War;!#

10 This question was raised by some jurists after the Second World War. A categ-
orical answer was given—along the lines of the above—by the former ICRC President,
Max Huber, in “Quelques considérations sur une révision éventuelle des Conventions
de La Haye relatives a la guerre”, Revue Internationale de la Croix-Rouge, July 1955,
p. 433 ff.

11 This was a revised version of a similar Convention of the same name adopted
at the first Hague Conference in 1899.

12 According to its Article 89, this Convention was complementary to Chapter 2
of the Regulations annexed to the second 1899 Convention and to the fourth Conven-
tion of 1907; in practice, it replaced them.
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1949 — four Geneva Conventions relative to the protection of victims
of war: the First and Third Conventions are revised versions
of the Conventions of 1929; the Second is a revision of the
Tenth Hague Convention of 1907; the Fourth breaks fresh
ground and deals with the protection of civilian persons in
time of war;

1977 — two Protocols additional to the Geneva Conventions of 1949,
the first relative to the protection of victims of international
armed conflicts,® the second of non-international armed con-
flicts.

From the legal point of view, the 1977 Protocols are quite different
from the previous treaties, each one of which, in principle, replaced a
similar treaty relative to the same subject-matter. Thus, the Convention
of 1906 replaced that of 1864, the first Convention of 1929 replaced that
of 1906, the first and third Conventions of 1949 replaced the first and
second Conventions of 1929 and the second Convention of 1949 replaced
the tenth Hague Convention of 1907. On the other hand, the 1977 Pro-
tocols (or in any case, Protocol I applicable in international armed con-
flicts), far from replacing the 1949 Conventions, had in principle but one
purpose: to clarify and supplement them. This explains why they are
modestly called the Additional Protocols. Let us say right out that the
participants in the Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation and
Development of International Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed
Conflicts (DCHL), once they had gathered in Geneva, in certain cases
went beyond the limits of the ICRC’s draft Protocols. It was for this
reason, incidentally, that the Conference, which was to have met only
once, actually convened four times (in 1974, 1975, 1976 and 1977).

Most of the Conventions that codify the law of war have been adop-
ted by almost all the countries in the world.

At the outset, application could have been limited by the si omnes
clause, stipulating that the Convention applied only if all the belligerents
were parties to it. However, already during the First World War this
clause was not observed, and it came to be considered obsolete. The law-
yers of several defendants accused of major war crimes at Nuremberg
invoked it in vain. The International Military Tribunal stated in its judge-
ment that the rules contained in the Convention of The Hague and

13 Note that the traditional term “war”, which had still been used in the Conven-
tions of 1949, has been replaced by the term ‘“‘armed conflict” (see above, in our
Introduction).
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Geneva had become so implanted in the public conscience that they
should be considered a part of gemeral international law binding all
countries, whether or not formally parties to them. Let us also not
forget that, at its first session, the UN General Assembly unanimously
recognized what is known as the Law of Nuremberg as a branch of gen-
eral international law.®

The Nuremberg Tribunal’s opinion on the application of the pre-
World War II Conventions could also hold true for the Conventions of
1949, since almost all the countries in the world are now bound by
them, 1¢

It would be premature at present to opine on the extent to which
the 1977 Protocols will be formally accepted. We underline the word
“formally”, because a large number of the provisions of these Protocols
were adopted unanimously; many others were adopted by a considerable
majority; thus, we feel that they can be considered as reflecting the opi-
nion held by the plenipotentiary representatives of the overwhelming
majority of the countries forming the international community today.
Consequently, even if the documents of ratification or accession are not
as yet numerous,?? the legal authority of the Protocols, not to mention
their undeniable moral and political authority, cannot be ignored. A
significant example in this regard is the Declaration concerning the Laws
of Naval Warfare which was drafted in London in 1909 and never rati-
fied, but was in fact observed by the belligerents in the First World War.

We shall therefore analyse in the following pages the provisions of
the Protocols by comparing them to those of preceding treaties, con-
sidering that they coustitute a ne¢ w stage in the historical development
of humanitarian law.

IV. The Law of Geneva and the Law of The Hague

With the progressive codification of the law of war, it became appar-
ent that the rules of that law should be divided into two categories: the
Law of Geneva and the Law of The Hague. One well-known author, in

14 See International Military Tribunal, Trial of the Major War Criminals, Nurem-
berg, 14 November 1945 — 1 October 1946, Nuremberg 1947, vol. 1, pp. 253-254.
See also M. Merle: Le procés de Nuremberg et le chdtiment des criminels de guerre,

Paris, 1949, p. 118.
15 See Resolution 95 (I) adopted on 11 December 1946.
16 By 1 January 1984, 155 States were Parties to the 1949 Conventions.
17 By 1 January 1984, 38 States were Parties to Protocol I and 31 to Protocol II.
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an attempt to explain the difference between the two, wrote that the
Geneva Conventions concern the protection of the individual against the
abuse of force, while The Hague Conventions constitute interstate rules
on its actual employment.’® According to this definition, the Law of
Geneva has a precisely-defined subject area while the Law of The Hague
covers all the other problems of the law of war.

In any case, this rather artificial delimitation between the two bran-
ches is slowly disappearing. Already during The Hague Conferences
referred to by the author of the above lines, the intention was to codify
the law of war as a whole. The Regulations annexed to the Convention
concerning the Laws and Customs of War on Land include a chapter
called “The Sick and Wounded”, which, in its only article (number 21)
states that ‘“The obligations of belligerents with regard to the sick and
wounded are governed by the Geneva Convention”. In the light of the
fact that, during these two conferences, a special convention on the
adaptation of the principles of the Geneva Convention to the specific
conditions of maritime warfare was also adopted %, it becomes clear
that the delegates’ intention on both occasions was to incorporate the
Law of Geneva into the Law of The Hague so that the latter would con-
stitute a complete system of the laws of war. This tendency would prob-
ably have been even more marked during the Third Hague Conference,
planned for 1915 but never convened because of the outbreak of World
War I.

Jt was not until after that war ended that the difference between the
Law of Geneva and the Law of The Hague became really clearer. Those
who would have been called upon to continue the work started in The
Hague before the war did not continue this task, on the grounds that it
would be absurd to regulate that which one sought to totally abolish.

Let us not forget in this regard that in any codification pre-dating
the First World War, warfare as such was considered lawful: the law of
war was therefore a perfectly valid counterpart to the law of peace; they
were the two traditional branches of the law of nations as a whole. Only
one specific type of war, that undertaken to recover contract debts, was
outlawed at the Second Hague Conference 2.

BH, Coursier: Course of Five Lessons on the Geneva Conventions, Geneva, 1963,
p. 5 (italics in Coursier’s text).

19 Convention No. II at the First and No. IV at the Second Hague Conference.

20 In 1899 the Third, in 1907 the Tenth Convention were adopted.

21 The second Convention, adopted in 1907 ; it was called the “Porter Convention”
after the American diplomat who was the main inspiring force behind it.
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However, following World War I, first the League of Nations Con-
venant, then the Pact of Paris, called the Briand-Kellogg Pact, tended to
abolish recourse to war. The United Nations Charter confirmed this
trend by abolishing any recourse to force or any threat to employ force
in international relations.??

From that time on, it was often held that since war had been abol-
ished, issuing regulations to be observed in time of war would place
strains on public confidence in the efficiency of the League of Nations
and of the United Nations, both charged with maintaining peace. This
to a large extent explains the limited development of the Law of The
Hague during the interwar years.?® A similar argument was used by the
International Law Commission of the United Nations when it drew up
its long-term programme in 1949 and refused to include in it the law of
war. %

The ICRC was more pragmatic: it realized that armed conflicts,
whatever their nature or denomination, took place in spite of all efforts
to outlaw them, and that, furthermore, even the UN Charter admitted
recourse to force in certain situations (for example, acting to maintain
or restore peace by virtue of a Security Council decision, in self-defence,
or on the basis of the principle of self-determination of peoples, which
several General Assembly resolutions have interpreted as justifying
recourse to force.?

On all such occasions, there are always people who suffer, and it is
those persons’ plight that is of particular concern to the ICRC; indeed,
it is for them that international humanitarian law—the law which applies
no matter what the causes of the conflict—is of paramount importance.

22 See the League of Nations Covenant, Art. 12, para. 1; 13, para. 4; 15, para. 6-7;
Pact to renounce war, signed in Paris on 27 August 1928, Art. 1-2; United Nations
Charter, Art. 2, para. 3-4.

2 The only instruments of some importance in this field were: The Protocol of
Geneva of 17 June 1925 for the prohibition of the use in war of asphyxiating, poison-
ous or other gases, and of bacteriological methods of warfare; and the Procés-verbal
relative to the rules of submarine warfare, signed in London on 22 April 1930. Draft
regulations relative to aerial warfare, drawn up by a commission of experts in The
Hague in 1923, were never adopted.

2 Report of the International Law Commission to the United Nations General
Assembly, included in the Yearbook of the International Law Commission, 1949,
para. 18.

2 Among the many resolutions based on Art. 1, para. 2 of the Charter, the most
important is Resolution No 2625 (XXV), adopted on 24 October 1970 and containing
a declaration on international law principles. The fifth of these principles refers to
equal rights and self-determination of peoples.
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V. Some Facts and Figures on the Law of Geneva

The Law of Geneva, far from fading into oblivion, is undergoing
constant development. Every armed conflict of consequence brings to
light new problems, and as a rule provokes reflexion which leads to an
attempt to develop and perfect the rules drawn up to ease human suf-
fering.

Thus, every new set of provisions drawn up is an advance over the
previous one, at least in the number of rules. The first Geneva Conven-
tion, of 1864, had 10 articles; the 1906 Convention (and its corollary,
the Tenth Hague Convention of 1907) had 56 articles; the two 1929
Geneva Convention contained 136 articles between them; the four 1949
Geneva Conventions had 429 articles, to which must be added the
128 articles of the 1977 Additional Protocols, which, as their name
implies, do not replace but supplement the 1949 Conventions.

Note that these figures, impressive though they may be, do not
include the various and at times voluminous annexes.

However, the development of the Law of Geneva is impressive above
all for its content. We shall try to look at the most signal successes,
from the point of view first of its general scope of application, then of
the categories of persons and things it protects.

V1. The General Scope of the Law of Geneva

The general participation clause (clause si omnes) was so generally
accepted before the First World War that not only was it included in all
The Hague Conventions,?® but also in the 1906 Geneva Convention,
Article 24 of which states that the provisions of the Conventions shall
be binding on the Contracting Parties only in case of hostilities between
two or more of them and that those provisions shall cease to be binding
if one of the belligerent Powers is not a signatory to the Convention.

The two 1929 Conventions did not contain such a clause. The 1949
Conventions specifically reject it in the articles common to all four,
which state in particular that the Conventions shall be respected “in all
circumstances” ;%" they continue in even more explicit terms, stating that

28 Concerning the Conventions on the adaptation of the principles of the Geneva
Convention to maritime warfare, see: Third 1899 Convention, Art. 11, and Tenth
1907 Convention, Art. 18.

27 Article 1, common to all four 1949 Conventions.
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the Conventions shall apply ‘““to all cases of declared war or any other
armed conflict which may arise between two or more of the High Con-
tracting Parties...”?® Last but not least they stress the following:
“Although one of the Powers in conflict may not be a party to the present
Convention, the Powers who are parties thereto shall remain bound by it in
their mutual relations. They shall furthermore be bound by the Convention
in relation to the said Power, if the latter accepts and applies the provi-
sions thereof > .*®

In accordance with the traditional principles of international law
concerning the subject thereof, application of the Conventions was
limited to relations between ‘‘Contracting Parties™, i.e. between sover-
eign States. However, Article 3 common to all four Conventions rep-
resents the first step towards extending the scope of humanitarian law
beyond those traditional limits, stipulating that “‘In case of armed con-
flict not of an international character occurring in the territory of one
of the High Contracting Parties, each Party to the conflict shall be bound
to apply, as a minimum, the following provisions. . ..”; there follows a
sort of catalogue of rules to guarantee to the victims of any conflict of
this type at least a minimum of protection.?®

The Diplomatic Conference at which the two 1977 Protocols were
adopted took this process a step further. According to the drafts drawn
up by the ICRC after extensive preparation, Protocol I was to apply to
international conflicts in the classic sense of the term, meaning conflicts
involving only States, while all other conflicts were to be governed by
Protocol I1.3* However, already at the first of the DCHL, in 1974, after
long and bitter debate, struggles for national independence, classified in
the ICRC’s drafts as non-international conflicts, were transferred to
Protocol 1. The relevant provision states that the scope of the Protocol
and therefore, for the parties to it, of the 1949 Conventions, is extended
to include: ‘““armed conflicts in which peoples are fighting against colonial
domination and alien occupation and against racist regimes in the exercise
of their right of self-determination, as enshrined in the Charter of the
United Nations and the Declaration of Principles of International Law

28 Article 2, para. 1.

20 Article 2, para. 3.

30 Art, 3, first sentence. For the rules in question, see below, Chapter XIII.
(Author’s italics).

31 See Art. 1 of Protocol I and Art. 1 of Protocol II in the text of the Draft ad-
ditional Protocols to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, ICRC, Geneva, June
1973, pp. 3 and 33 respectively.
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concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States in accord-
ance with the Charter of the United Nations”.%?

As a result of this extension of the scope of Protocol I, the scope of
Protocol II was contracted. The relative provision reads as follows:
“This Protocol. ... shall apply to all armed conflicts which are not
covered by Article I of the Additional Protocol. ... relating to the Protec-
tion of Vietims of International Armed Conflicts (Protocol 1) and which
take place in the territory of a High Contracting Party between its armed
JSorces and dissident armed forces or other organized armed groups which,
under responsible command, exercise such control over a part of its terri-
tory as to enable them to carry out sustained and concerted military oper-
ations and to implement this Protocol” %

It is thus evident to what extent the scope of humanitarian law was
gradually enlarged, a process which could even, incidentally, be inter-
preted as modifying the traditional concept of subjects of international
law by granting international legal personality, albeit in a limited sense,
to certain entities other than States.

VII. Persons Protected

1. Wounded, sick, shipwrecked

The first Geneva Convention, that of 1864, was in truth only meant
to protect wounded soldiers during a war on land—it was, after all, the
sight of the thousands of wounded scattered on the battlefield that had
so moved Henry Dunant. Although the sick also were mentioned in
Articles 1 and 6 of that Convention, the subject was not developed in
any detail until the Convention of 1906. While the 1864 Convention
spoke in a general way about “combatants™,® that of 1906 was more
precise, speaking about ‘“military combatants, and other persons of-
ficially attached to the armed forces™.?s Article 1 of the first 1929 Con-
vention was worded along the same lines.®®

32 protocol I, Art. 1, para. 4.

8 Protocol 11, Art. 1, para. 1.

3 1864 Convention, Art. 6, para. 1.

% 1906 Convention, Art. 1, para. 1.

8 First 1929 Convention, Art. 1, para. 1.
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In 1899 and 1907 in The Hague, when efforts were made to adapt the
principles established in Geneva to the particular conditions of maritime
warfare, a third category, shipwrecked persons, was added to those,
wounded and sick, to be protected.?” The Tenth Convention of 1907,
however, was above all concerned with “sailors and soldiers on board,
when sick or wounded, as well as other persons officially attached to
fleets or armies”, mentioning the “‘shipwrecked” rather en passant.®®

Whether a person belonged to one of the protected groups was at
times subject to doubt, especially during the Second World War; for
this reason, an effort was made after the hostilities to draw up more
precise rules. In the case of shipwrecked, it was stressed that “the term
“shipwreck” means shipwreck from any cause and includes forced
landings at sea by or from aircraft”.?®

In principle, the shipwrecked, wounded and sick must, in order to
benefit from the protection accorded them under the 1949 Conventions,
be “members of the armed forces of a Party to the conflict”, or “mem-
bers of militias or volunteer corps forming part of such armed forces’.4

2. Combatants—Prisoners of War

However, an exact definition of membership in the “armed forces”
gave rise to debate, especially when it came to deciding who was entitled
to ““combatant”status and therefore to *““‘prisoner of war” status in case
of capture. Not until the 1929 Conference were prisoners of war pro-
tected by the Law of Geneva, in the Second Convention; they had pre-
viously been mentioned only in the Law of The Hague. The debate on
this subject started already at the first attempts to codify the whole of
the rules of the law of war on land, at the 1874 Brussels Conference and
at the 1899 The Hague Conference. There were fundamental differences
of opinion between certain major powers, who wished to limit “comba-
tant” status to members of the regular armed forces, and certain small
and medium powers who wanted to extend it to include members of
resistance movements not necessarily attached to the regular army. The
compromise worked out on the occasion of the two above-mentioned
conferences was also adopted by the Regulations annexed to the Fourth

37 Third 1899 Convention, Art. §; lenwn 1907 Convention, Art. 11.

38 Tenth Convention of 1907: Art. 1 (1), 4 (1), 9 (2), 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16.

3 Second 1949 Conveation, Art. 12 (1).

40 First 1949 Convention, Art. 13 (1) (Second Convention of 1949: same Article).
As to the other provisions of that Article, see below: 2. Combatants—Prisoners of
war.
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Convention of The Hague of 1907, according to which “belligerents”
(a term that would later be used to refer exclusively to States; “comba-
tant” would be used to designate individuvals taking part in a combat)
were not only soldiers in the regular armed forces, but also members of
“militias™ and of ‘‘volunteer corps™ who fulfilled four conditions: 1) they
had to be commanded by a chief responsible for his subordinates;
2) they had to have a “fixed ... emblem recognizable at a distance™;
3) they had *‘to carry arms openly”; and 4) they had to observe the laws
and customs of war.# The two final conditions served to classify as
belligerents also ‘‘the inhabitants of a territory which has not been occu-
pied, who, on the approach of the enemy, spontaneously take up arms”.4?
During the Geneva Conference of 1929, the treatment of prisoners of
war was separated from the Law of The Hague and placed under the
Law of Geneva, and a Convention on that subject, containing the con-
ditions enumerated in the 1907 Regulations, was drawn up.*

The dramatic experience of World War II led the 1949 Conference
to somewhat loosen the rigid conditions set down in the Regulations.
The new conditions to be met by those wishing to claim the status of
prisoner of war contained three elements of prime importance: the
grant of such status, until then contested, to members of ‘‘organized
resistance movements ... operating in or outside their own territory,
even if this territory is occupied”; the grant of the same status to persons
“who profess allegiance to a government or an authority not recognized
by the Detaining Power” (author’s note: for example, a national com-
mittee set up abroad); and the presumption of the right to enjoy the
status of prisoner of war in case of doubt.#

These conditions certainly represented a major change from the
previous ones. However, some of the participants in the 1974-77 Con-
ference—especially those whose countries had recently experienced
foreign occupation or a struggle for national liberation in which regular
troops had given battle to a movement based exclusively or almost
exclusively on resistance—felt they were still too restrictive. The represen-
tatives of States whose peoples had in the not-too-distant past been
involved in that type of struggle maintained that in such a situation the
resistance movement’s only chance of success, counteracting to a certain
extent the mainly technological superiority of the adversary, was not to

41 1907 Regulations, Art. 1.

42 Tbid., Art. 2.

43 Second 1929 Convention, Art. 1.

4 Third 1949 Convention, Art. 4A, para. 2 and 3; Art. 5, para. 2.
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observe some of the strict conditions (above all the second and third) set
down in the 1907 Hague Regulations and the Third 1949 Geneva Con-
vention. After a long and arduous debate, which threatened to cause the
entire conference to fail, a compromise was finally reached which divided
the conditions in question into two categories.

The first and fourth of the traditional conditions were to be observed
by the ““armed forces”, meaning groups of persons; the second and
third conditions by the individuals forming those forces. The armed
forces were now meant to include “all organized armed forces, groups
and units which are under a command responsible to the Party for the
conduct of its subordinates. .. Such armed forces shall be subject to an
internal disciplinary system which, inter alia shall enforce compliance with
the rules of international law applicable in armed conflict.”” *

The second and third traditional conditions were to be observed by
individuals wishing to be treated as “‘combatants” and consequently, in
case of capture, as “prisoners of war”. They were made considerably
more lax. Instead of having a “fixed distinctive sign”, “‘combatants are
obliged to distinguish themselves from the civilian population while they
are engaged in an attack or in a military operation preparatory to an

attack.”

Regarding the obligation to carry arms openly, it was recognized
“that there are situations... where, owing to the nature of the hos-
tilities, an armed combatant cannot so distinguish himself”; it was stipu-
lated that “he shall retain his status as a combatant, provided that, in such
situations, he carries his arms openly : a) during each military engagement,
and b) during such time as he is visible to the adversary while he is engaged
in a military deployment preceding the launching of an attack in which he
is to participate” *®

The forty-odd declarations made in relation to the vote on this im-
portant article indicate how difficult its interpretation would be in
specific cases.®” In order to avoid those difficuities, another important
article was drawn up which stipulated that, in case of doubt, the status
of prisoner of war (and therefore of combatant) was to be presumed.4®

4 Protocol I, Art. 43, para. 1 (author’s emphasis).
48 Protocol I, Art. 44, para. 3.

47 As to the history of this problem, see M. Veuthey: Guérilla et droit humanitaire,
Geneva, 1976 (2nd ed., 1983) and S.E. Nahlik: “L’extension du statut de com-
battant & Ja lumiére du Protocole I de Genéve de 1977”, in Recueil des cours de
P Académie de droit international, vol. 164 (1979).

48 Protocol I, Art. 45, paras. 1 and 2.
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3. Mercenaries

Although the DCHL adopted a more liberal attitude towards com-
batants engaged in a struggle for independence, it denied another cate-
gory of persons—mercenaries, or those who fight not in defence of a
principle but for private gain—any right to protection except that ac-
corded by the fundamental rules protecting any person affected by an
armed conflict. The definition of the term mercenary gave rise to another
long debate which culminated in the adoption of the definition of mer-
cenaries, containing a list of characteristics intended to avoid as far as
possible having somebody wrongly classified in this category. Accord-
ingly, a mercenary is not a citizen of a party to the conflict and, appar-
ently most importantly, he is a person to whom a party has promised
“material compensation substantially in excess of that promised or paid
to combatants of similar rank and functions in the armed forces of that
Party.+®

4. Civilians and civilian population

One characteristic of the rules of the Law of Geneva before the Second
World War was that they protected military personnel only. This would
seem to be a reflection of the law of war as it was understood during the
Age of Enlightenment, i.e. that war should be exclusively limited to
combat between armed forces. Only the members thereof would there-
fore be exposed to the dangers inherent in any armed conflict, whereas
the civilian population would be far removed from any threat.5® There is
no other way to explain that the subject of civilians was passed over in
the law of war, with the exception of certain clauses in the Hague Regu-
lations 5* which indirectly afford civilians some guarantee.

The events of the Second World War clearly showed that these rules
were insufficient. The alarming increases in civilian casualties during the
twentieth century proved that civilians were not at all spared during an
armed conflict. The Law of Geneva took that bitter lesson into account
immediately after the war. The most significant innovation and the
most important success of the 1949 Geneva Conference was the fourth
Convention “Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of

49 Tbid. Art. 47, in particular para. 2 (c).
50 See for instance J.~J. Rousseau, The Social Contract, Book I, ch. 4.

51 In this regard, see in particular the 1907 Regulations, Arts. 23 (g) and (h), 28,
43-47 and 50-53.
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War”. This important Convention is nonetheless limited in scope; in-
deed, only certain rules of a general nature in Part II concern *‘the whole
of the populations of the countries in conflict”.5? The Convention’s
other rules are more limited in their field of application: *‘Persons pro-
tected by the Convention are those who, at a given moment and in any
manner whatsoever, find themselves, in case of a conflict or occupation,
in the hands of a Party to the conflict or Occupying Power of which they
are not nationals™.%®

This amounted to condemnation of the most shocking human tra-
gedy of World War II: the heinous treatment and even extermination of
civilians sent to concentration or labour camps.

The 1977 Protocols attempted to fill any remaining gaps. In the
future it will be difficult to point to a deficiency in the rules contained
therein, which stipulate that Parties to a conflict “‘shall at all times dis-
tinguish between the civilian population and combatants™,’* that the
“civilian population comprises all persons who are civilians”,%® and that
the rules that aim to protect ‘“‘against dangers arising from military
operations™ % shall apply in all circumstances to protect the whole of
the civilian population and individual civilians. The Protocol also stipu-
lates that in case of doubt civilian status is to be presumed.?

Both the 1949 Geneva Convention and the 1977 Protocol, the latter
in much clearer terms, reflect the opinion that it was necessary to include
specific clauses according special protection to women 58 and children.5®

Furthermore, the rules concerning the wounded, sick and ship-
wrecked, which had previously applied to soldiers only, were extended
to civilians by the Additional Protocol, for the purpose of which:
“wounded” and *‘sick” means persons, whether military or civilian, who,
because of trauma, disease or other physical or mental disorder or dis-
ability, are in need of medical assistance or care and who refrain from any
acts of hostility. These terms also cover maternity cases, new-born babies
and other persons who may be in need of immediate medical assistance or
care, such as the infirm or expectant mothers. ..”%

52 Fourth 1949 Convention, Art. 13. See also Articles 14-26 of the same Part II,
58 Fourth Convention of 1949, Art. 4 (1) (author’s emphasis).

54 Protocol I, Art. 48 (“Basic Rule”).

5 Tbid., Art. 50 (2).

5 Tbid., Art 51 (1); see also para. 2 of the same article.

57 Ibid., Art. 50 (1).

58 Fourth 1949 Convention, Art. 16 (1); Protocol I, Arts. 75 (5) and 76.

5 Fourth 1949 Convention; Arts. 24, 50, 68 (4); Protocol I, Arts. 77-78.

¢ Protocol I, Art. 8 (a) (author’s emphasis).
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The notion of shipwrecked was similarly widened to the extent that
the very notion of “‘shipwreck” includes the wreck not only of boats,
but also of aircraft: “shipwrecked” means persons, whether military or
civilian, who are in peril at sea or in other waters as a result of misfortune
affecting them or the vessel or aircraft carrying them..... 761

5. Medical and religious personnel

The wounded, sick, shipwrecked and other persons that the Conven-
tions and Protocols place in comparable categories must be cared for.
For this reason, medical personnel derives the right to be protected.
This category of protected persons was also at first defined in general
terms; later, in order to avoid any abuse, the definition was made more
specific. First hospital and ambulance personnel were spoken of;%? then
it was specified that the term referred to those engaged “in the search
for, or the collection, transport or treatment” of the wounded or sick,
and that only personnel “exclusively” engaged in such tasks could claim
the right to protection.®® There is, however, an exception to this rule,
namely those soldiers who are specially trained for employment, should
the need arise, as ‘““hospital orderlies, nurses or auxiliary stretcher bear-
ers” ®; they are obviously protected only for such time as it takes them
to accomplish these tasks.

The administrative staff of medical units are also mentioned—justi-
fiably, for without them these units could not function—as are chaplains
“‘attached to the armed forces”®, or, in more general terms, “the re-
ligious personnel’.%¢

An important privilege is accorded to medical or religious staff who
fall into the hands of the adversary: they are not to be considered as
prisoners of war. The Detaining Power can however retain them if they
are needed to care for the prisoners of war of the Party to the conflict
to which they belong.®?

81 Tbid., Art. 8 (b) (author’s emphasis).

62 1864 Convention, Art. 2.

8 1906 Convention, Art. 9; First 1929 Convention, Art. 9 (1); First 1949 Con-
vention, Art. 24.

8 First 1929 Convention, Art. 9 (2); First 1949 Convention, Art. 25.

€ 1864 Convention, Art. 2; more specifically: 1906 Convention and First Con-
vention of 1929, Art. 9 (1); First 1949 Convention, Art. 24.

8 Tenth 1907 Convention, Art. 10 (1); Second 1949 Convention, Art. 36.

87 1906 Convention, Art. 9 (1) in fine; Tenth 1907 Convention, Art. 10 (1) in fine;
First 1929 Convention, Art. 9 (1) in fine; Third 1949 Convention, Art. 33.
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The Fourth 1949 Convention, specifically drawn up for the protec-
tion of civilians, included a provision granting protection under the
Convention to: “Persons regularly and solely engaged in the operation
and administration of civilian hospitals, including the personnel engaged
in the search for, removal and transporting of and caring for wounded and
sick civilians, the infirm and maternity cases...”

The Additional Protocol I considerably widened the circle of per-
sons protected by virtue of their medical or religious fonctions. It stipu-
lates that: “‘medical personnel’” means those persons assigned . .. exclus-
ively to the medical purposes ... or to the administration of medical units
or to the operation or administration of medical transports’ .

Such assignments may be ‘“‘permanent or temporary” and the term
includes ‘““medical personnel, whether military or civilian”. The notion
of “‘religious personnel” was also enlarged to include both military or
civilian persons, “such as chaplains” (who are mentioned only as an
example); they may also be attached to the armed forces or to medical
units on a permanent or temporary basis.”

6. Staff of voluntary aid societies

Another category of persons, the medical staff of voluntary aid
societies, are also accorded a privileged status in time of war by virtue
of their tasks. These persons are referred to in the treaties as early as
1906,7 and the societies of both belligerent and neutral countries are
mentioned.”? Nonetheless, it was not until 1949 that the treaties men-
tioned specifically and before all else the bodies of the Red Cross, by
classifying in the same category as military medical personnel, provided
they are employed for the same purpose, “the staff of National Red
Cross Societies and that of other voluntary aid societies, duly recognized
and authorized by their Governments™.™

7. Some extensions

These are the categories of persons granted privileged treatment by
virtue of the legal documents leading up to and including the 1949 Con-

B 9 Fourth 1949 Convention, Art, 20 (1) (author’s emphasis).
8 Protocol I, Art. 8 (c).
7 1bid., Art. 8 (d) (author’s emphasis).
711906 Convention and First 1929 Convention, Art. 10.
2 Ibid., Art. 11; First 1949 Convention, Art. 27.
» First 1949 Convention, Art. 26 (1); Protocol I, Art. 8 (¢) (ii).
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ventions. It must nonetheless be remembered that the scope of the con-
cepts in question has been considerably broadened in most cases.

It remains to be seen if other groups not yet protected are now
covered under the ““additional” codification of 1977.

The most important extension does not concern one particular
group, but is general in nature: civilian medical personnel are accorded
prerogatives until then exclusively reserved to military medical person-
nel. Moreover, it was felt that certain other groups should also be ex-
pressly mentioned; they include persons who, in case of armed conflict,
are exposed to extreme danger or who have not appeared in situations
of armed conflict until quite recently. A careful study of Protocol 1
brings to light several groups of this kind:

a) “‘enemies hors de combat”, meaning those persons who are already
in the power of an adverse Party, who clearly express an intention to
surrender, who have lost consciousness or who are otherwise in-
capable of defending themselves; ™

b) persons parachuting from an aircraft in distress; 7®

c) persons participating in the transportation and distribution of relief
consignments; 7

d) the personnel of civilian defence organizations whose characteristics
and functions, after long debate, were made the object of a detailed
set of regulations; 7*

e) journalists engaged in ‘“‘dangerous professional missions™, meaning
those running particularly serious risks.?

With the exception of the first and possibly of the second group, the
persons protected are for the most part civilians ?° for whom it was felt
special legal regulations should be adopted, because of the particularly
noteworthy character or the social significance of their activities.

™ Protocol I, Art. 41 (1).

% Ibid., Art. 42.

% Ibid., Art. 71 (1) and (2).

77 Tbid., Art. 62 et seq.

7 Tbid., Art. 79.

7 During the DCHL, the characteristics of persons belonging to civilian defence
organizations were the subject of long debate. Most of the participants felt they
should be considered as exclusively civilian. However, in view of the observations
made by certain other delegates, it was finally admitted that such organizations could
in some cases also consist of members of the armed forces (see Protocol 1, Art. 67),
provided that they are assigned to such organizations on a permanent basis and never
to military tasks.
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8. Missing and dead persons

Of course, humanitarian law is first and foremost concerned with the
plight of the living. It does not, however, entirely ignore the dead. Each
of the four 1949 Conventions contains provisions ®® on interment or
cremation (burial at sea in the appropriate case), stipulating honourable
burial and due respect for graves; there are also provisions on wills and
death certificates of prisoners of war and civilian detainees, and on noti-
fication to be made to the Tracing Agency concerned. During the DCHL,
greater attention than in 1949 was paid to certain aspects of these prob-
lems, and a whole new Section was given over to them 82, stressing the
right of families to know the fate of their relatives. As a result, the Parties
undertake to search for missing persons and to communicate the results
of such search to the Central Tracing Agency. New provisions were
added to the previous ones on the subject of maintenance of gravesites,
facilities accorded to members of families wishing to visit them, and the
possibility of exhuming and repatriating mortal remains. Domestic
legislation on cemeteries and burial procedure must nonetheless be
observed.

VIII. Objects protected

1. Objects serving a medical purpose

The protection of objects, in the broadest sense of the word, devel-
oped in parallel with the protection accorded to the groups of persons
using those objects. Therefore, since the Law of Geneva started out as a
set of rules to protect wounded and sick soldiers, the first objects pro-
tected under that law were those that facilitated their care: military
ambulances and hospitals.®? Each of the later treaties described objects
of this type in ever-greater detail, without, however, making any sig-
nificant change to the principle involved. According to the 1949 text,

8 1949 Conventions: First, Art. 17; Second, Art. 20; Third, Arts. 120-121;
Fourth, Arts. 129-131.

81 protocol I, Arts. 32-34 (very detailed).

82 1864 Convention, Art. 1 (1); later, see 1906 Convention and First 1929 Con-
vention, Art. 6.
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protection is extended to “fixed establisments” as well as “mobile
medical units of the Medical Service”.%?

As technology became more advanced, one specific group of objects
developed gradually: means of transport. On the subject of medical
means of transport, one finds, as early as 1899, references to “‘military
hospital ships” and “hospital ships” equipped by private individuals or
relief societies, and, starting in 1929, to ““aircraft”.’¢ Reference is made
above all to means of transport constructed and especially equipped for
medical purposes, and to those merely to be ““‘used” to such ends. One
can therefore conclude that the actual use to which a vehicle is put is
more important than the use for which it was designed.

Civilian hospitals and civilian medical transports, whether by train,
boat or aircraft, were not accorded similar treatment until the 1949 Con-
vention relative to the protection of civilians.8s

According to the Additional Protocols, the term ‘“‘medical units”
refers to “‘establishments and other units, whether military or civilian,
organized for medical purpose’.®® By giving the broadest possible accep-
tation to the terms ‘‘medical transportation”, ‘‘medical transports”,
“medical vehicles”, “‘medical ships and craft” and “‘medical aircraft> 87,
it was possible to draw up detailed provisions on the protection of medi-
cal transports (and especially of aircraft) in an important section of
Protocol 1.2

‘

2. Civilian objects not used for medical purposes

For a long time, the Law of Geneva did not concern itself with civ-
ilian objects not used for medical purposes. Such objects enjoyed an
indirect form of protection—Ilike civilian persons-—by virtue of certain
rules of the Law of The Hague, in particular those of the 1907 Regula-
tions relative to the conduct of hostilities (restricting the right of bel-
ligerents in their choice of means of injuring the enemy),®® or to the

83 First 1949 Convention, Art. 19 (1).

8 Third 1899 Convention, Arts. 1-3; Tenth 1907 Convention, Arts. 1-3; Second
1949 Convention, Arts. 22 and 24-27. As to aircraft: First 1929 Convention, Art. 18 (1);
First 1949 Convention, Art. 36 (1); Second 1949 Convention, Art. 39 (1).

8 Fourth 1949 Convention, Arts. 18 (1), 21, 22 (1).

88 Protocol T, Art. 8 (e). The passage quoted is followed by a list of numerous
eJI:Jam_p)les of types of units understood to be covered by this definition (author’s em-
phasis).

87 Ibid., Art. 8 (f) to (j).

88 Ibid., Arts. 21-31.

88 1907 Regulations, Arts. 23, 25, 27 and 28.

209



conduct of the occupying authority (setting down certain rules to be
observed by it in the treatment of persons and objects in the occupied
territory).?® Some of these rules were reproduced or developed in the
1949 Convention relative to the protection of civilians.®*

Once again, the role of the 1977 Protocol is twofold: it gives a broad-
er meaning to terms that had already been used in previous documents,
and it provides for the protection of objects that had hitherto gone un-
mentioned. The key rule in this respect is that which forbids attacks on
civilian objects and stipulates that in case of doubt objects are presumed
to be civilian: “Civilian objects are all objects which are not military
objectives. . .”®®

This rule, retained from previous acts, is of prime importance. Not
content with this declaration, the Protocol’s authors felt that certain
other groups of objects merited special attention.

From the humanitarian point of view, the most important of these is
undoubtedly that group which it is forbidden to attack, destroy, remove
or render useless, i.e. those “objects indispensable to the survival of the
civilian population, such as foodstuffs, crops, livestock, drinking water
installations and supplies and irrigation works ...” *

It was not until the DCHL that consideration was given also to
man’s spiritual needs, not just to his physical needs, and in consequence
to the objects necessary to fulfil them, especially ‘‘cultural objects”,
on the protection of which a special Convention had been signed in
The Hague in 1954. Besides urging those States that had not yet done
so to become parties to that Convention,?* the DCHL inserted a text in
the Protocol itself prohibiting acts of hostility against “historic monu-
ments, works of art or places of worship”, stipulating that such objects
“constitute the cultural or spiritual heritage of peoples” (author’s note:
it should perhaps have said: mankind as a whole).*®

Finally, two provisions were drawn up to protect the population of
a country in conflict and, who can say, perhaps the human race as a

%0 Ibid., Arts. 46, 47 and 56.

91 Fourth 1949 Convention, e.g. Art. 53,

92 Protocol I, Art, 52, para. 1 (author’s emphasis),

9 Protocol I, Art. 54, especially para. 2.

9 This appeal was the subject of Resolution 20 (IV) annexed to the Final Act of
the DCHL.

% Protocol I, Art. 53.
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whole, from irreparable catastrophes. The Protocol protects works and
installations ‘‘containing dangerous forces”, such as dams, dykes or
nuclear electrical generating stations.®® The belligerents are also required
to conduct hostilities in such a way as to protect the environment *‘against
widespread, long-term and severe damage”.??

3. Neutral or demilitarized zones

In view especially of the ever-increasing range of modern weapons,
a need was felt to create zones and localities to which the wounded and
sick, along with the medical and administrative personnel necessary to
organize and run medical services, could be evacuated,®® and neutral
zones where, among others, civilians not taking part in the hostilities
could seek refuge.®® The creation of such zones must be the subject of
an agreement between the parties to the conflict.

Here again, the authors of the Additional Protocols took matters a
step further by taking over in part the provisions of the Law of The
Hague which forbid attack on ‘“‘undefended” localities.’®® In practice
(and in theory), this allowed for the possibility of declaring a town
*‘open”, which should protect it from attack.

Since this concept had never been expressly clarified and was there-
fore subject to widely differing interpretations, declaring a town open
often had no effect. In the 1977 Protocol, it was provided that certain
localities could be formally declared “open”: the declaration (made by
the party on whose territory the locality is situated) has to be communi-
cated to the adverse party, which, in principle, must accept it and the
consequences thereof, subject, of course, to certain conditions ensuring
that the locality in question no longer is used for any military purpose
of the party making the declaration. °* Similar conditions and conse-
quences come into play if the parties formally agree to form a demili-
tarized zone.0?

98 Tbid., Art. 56, especially para 1.
97 Ibid., Art. 55 (1).

9 First 1949 Convention, Art. 23.
% Fourth 1949 Convention, Art. 15.
100 1907 Regulations, Art. 25.

101 protocol I, Art. 59.

102 Tbid., Art. 60.

211



IX. Distinctive sign

It was stipulated already in the 1864 Geneva Convention that a
distinctive and uniform sign—a red cross on a white ground—should be
adopted by all medical units.2°® The sign was chosen “‘as a tribute to
Switzerland™, the country where the movement was founded and the
host country to the 1864 Conference. It was thus purposely composed
by reversing the Swiss Federal colours.1®* The sign is heraldic and was
not intended to bear any religious connotation. However, first Turkey,
then other Islamic countries preferred to adopt the sign of the red cres-
cent, The Persian Empire wished, for its part, to adopt the red lion-and-
sun. These two new signs were recognized by the Diplomatic Conference
of 1929. On the other hand, later proposals to introduce new signs were
rejected, since most States and the movement as a whole realized that
too many signs would inevitably weaken their protective value. The
most well-known attempt is that of the State of Israel, which tried on
several occasions, including the DCHL, to obtain recognition of the red
shield of David. Later, in 1980, Iran gave up use of the red lion-and-sun,
so that there are now but two distinctive signs. Attempts to return to the
use of just one sign have, however, met with failure.

Detailed regulations describe how the protective emblem is to be
used by medical ships—which must be painted white—and aircraft.10%

The same sign serves to identify medical staff members, who must
wear it as conspicuously as possible when working in dangerous areas.%¢

A technical annex to the Additional Protocol sets out detailed ins-
tructions for a system of radio and light identification signals to be used
mainly by aircraft.?

A completely different sign, a blue equilateral triangle on an orange
ground, was adopted during the DCHL to allow identification of civil
defence units and personnel.*®®

103 1864 Convention, Art. 7.

10£ 1906 Convention, Art. 18; First 1929 Convention, Art. 19 (1); First 1949 Con-
vention, Art. 38 (1), etc.

105 Tenth 1907 Convention, Art. 5 (1); Second 1949 Convention, Art. 43 (1) (a).

108 Apart from previous documents, see: First 1949 Convention, Arts. 40-41;
Second 1949 Convention, Art. 42; Protocol 1, Annex I, Arts. 1-2.

107 protocol 1, Annex I, especially Arts, 5-13.
108 Tbid., Art, 15.
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There are detailed instructions on the use of the signs described in
the treaties.’®® Any use of the emblem for purposes other than those
relating to the protection of victims of armed conflicts is forbidden and
subject to prosecution. For this reason, since 1949, the international
humanitarian law Conventions contain numerous provisions on penal
sanctions.

X. What is protection ?

After having studied the groups of persons and objects which are
of concern to humanitarian law, we must consider what is meant by
““protection”.

The 1864 Convention thought it had found a simple and relatively
ingenious answer to that question, one that was probably based on Swiss
tradition: it granted military hospitals and ambulances and their per-
sonnel “‘neutral” status.!'® It was nonetheless quickly recognized that
this formula was lacking in precision, and it was replaced in 1906 by
another one that was to prove its worth, as it was used in each of the
later documents in reference to almost all the groups of persons and
objects to be protected: they must be “respected and protected”.!*! It is
also often stipulated that such persons must be ‘“‘treated humanely”,**?
and that the wounded, sick and other persons in need of care must be
“cared for” 113

From the strictly legal point of view, the rules of humanitarian law,
like the rules of any other branch of law, could be divided into two
categories: injunctions, requiring the parties thereto to act, and prohibi-

109 1906 Convention, Arts. 19-23; First 1929 Convention, Arts. 20-24; First 1949
Convention, Arts. 39-43; Second 1949 Convention, Arts. 43-45; Protocol I, Art. 18.

110 1864 Convention, Arts. 1-2.

111 See: 1906 Convention, Art. 6; First 1929 Convention, Arts. 1 (1), 6 and 9 (1);
First 1949 Convention, Arts. 12 (1), 19 and 24 in fine; Second 1949 Convention, Arts.
12 (1), 22 and 36; Fourth 1949 Convention, Arts. 18 (1), 20 (1) and 21 (1); Protocol I,
Arts. 10 (1), 12 (1), 15 (1), 21, 23 (1), 24, 48, 62 (1), 67 (1), 71 (2), 76 (1) and 77 (1) (in
the latter two articles, the expression is slightly different, but the two essential words
have remained unchanged). Only the word “protected” is used in Protocol I, Art. 79
(2) (referring to journalists on “dangerous missions”).

% 112 See for example: First 1929 Convention, Art. 1 (1); Second 1929 Convention,
Art. 2 (2); First 1949 Convention, Art. 2 (2); Second 1949 Convention, Art. 12 (2);
Protocol I, Arts. 10 (2) and 75 (1).

13 An expression often used along with another word. See for example: 1864 Con-
vention, Art. 6; 1906 Convention, Art. 1 (1); Tenth 1907 Convention, Art. 11; First
1929 Convention, Arts. 1 (1) and 3 (1-2); First 1949 Convention, Art. 12 (2); Second
1949 Convention, Art. 12 (2); Protocol I, Art. 10 (2); etc.
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tions, requiring the parties to abstain from acting. However, the differ-
ence between the two categories is so hazy that this is hardly a useful
criterium for classifications.

There is however, another way to classify the rules of humanitarian
law: there are those that are to be observed principally, if not exclusively,
during actual combat, and there are those that are to be observed prir-
cipally, if not exclusively, in situations other than combat situations, for
the benefit of the persons and objects in one’s power. Of course, it would
be impossible to give here a detailed analysis of the hundreds of articles
in the Conventions and Protocols that constitute present-day humani-
tarian law; we shall have to limit ourselves to what seems to us to be
essential.

1. Injunctions and prohibitions

The most important of the rules to be observed during hostilities is
that the choice of means of injuring the enemy “‘is not unlimited™.114
The more specific rule prohibiting attack on undefended localities ‘“by
any means whatsoever”!s certainly follows along the same lines. Note
that these rules were both borrowed from the 1907 Regulations con-
cerning the Laws and Customs of War on Land,1® again showing that
the 1977 Geneva Protocols were not excluding the ground that seemed
to have been covered until then by the Law of the Hague. Another
general principle of no less importance, traditionally included in numer-
ous texts for over a century, prohibits the belligerents from employing
weapons “‘of a nature to cause superfluous injury”.*? Yet another pro-
vision, this time a contemporary one, attempts to protect persons and
objects from weapons of mass destruction by prohibiting “‘indiscrimi-
nate attacks”.!*® The prohibition of any resort to “perfidy” 1 can also

14 Protocol 1, Art. 35 (1).

15 Tbid., Art. 59 (D).

118 1907 Regulations, Arts. 22 and 25 respectively. In the latter article, the phrase
in question was added on the suggestion of Geneial Amourel, the French military
delegate.

117 protocol T, Art. 35 (2). This phrase was first used in the St. Petersburg Declar-
ation of 29 November—11 December 1868, then repeated in the Declaration of
Brussels of 27 August 1874, Art. 13 (c), in the Laws of War on Land, a Manual adopted
by the Institute of International Law at Oxford on 9 September 1880, Art. 9 (a) and
in the Regulations of the Hague of 1899 and 1907, Art. 23 ().

18 protocol I, Art. 51 (4-5) (in the chapter on protection of civilian population
and civilians).

119 Protocol 1, Art. 37, contains a detailed explanation of this notion (Arts. 38
and 39 contain examples which had hitherto been included in the 1907 Regulations,
Art. 23 (f)).
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be classified as a general principle to be observed by any party to a
conflict.

There are also general rules concerning the treatment of persons in
the hands of the enemy, especially in occupied territory.

The pattern was set in the Conventions relative to the treatment of
prisoners of war, on the basis of which similar regulations were drawn
up for the treatment of civilian internees in the Fourth 1949 Conven-
tion,?? It is most of all in these two sets of rules that it would be rather
difficult to draw a clear distinction between prohibitions and injunctions.
They are supplemented by ‘fundamental guarantees” that apply to
persons affected by an armed conflict who do not “benefit from more
favourable treatment under the Conventions or under this Protocol”.12!
The list of these guarantees is extensive; it forbids, for example, murder,
torture, collective punishment, the taking of hostages—all of which are,
unfortunately, still far too common in today’s world.

Two types of clauses add weight to both the injunctions and the
prohibitions in the documents studied.

First, since 1949, protected persons “may in no circumstances re-
nounce in part or in entirety the rights secured them” either by the
Geneva Convention in question or by any special agreements con-
cluded as supplements thereto.'22 The DCHL added some specific exam-
ples to this rule: it is forbidden to carry out on detained persons from
the adverse party physical mutilations, medical or scientific experiments
or removal of tissue or organs ‘“‘even with their consent™, unless for the
purpose of donations of blood for transfusion or skin for grafting.'?
These prohibitions were deemed necessary in view of the cruel practices
which achieved notoriety during the Second World War.

Second, any adverse distinction is expressly prohibited. In this
context, pre-World War II conventions limited themselves to mentioning
distinction of nationality.!?* Later texts were more specific: the 1949
Conventions prohibited any ‘‘adverse distinction founded on race,
colour, religion or faith, sex, birth or wealth, or any other similar cri-
teria”.1®s At the DCHL, it was felt advisable to add to this already some-

120 Fourth 1949 Convention, Arts. 79-141.

121 Protocol 1, Art. 75.

122 1949 Conventions: First, Second and Third, Art. 7; Fourth, Art. 8.
123 Protocol 1, Art. 11 (2-3).

124 1906 Convention and First 1929 Convention, Art. 1 (1).

125 1949 Conventions, Art. 3 common to all four, para. 1 (1).
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what pleonastic list, “language”, “political or other opinion”, “‘national
or social origin”, and ‘‘other statuts or . . . similar criteria®.22¢

2. Prohibition of reprisals

The prohibition of reprisals is a subject on its own. Reprisals orig-
inated in the ancient Jex talionis, and had traditionally been considered
as a form of sanction peculiar to international law, in view of the inexis-
tence of any supranational power in the international community.

Often falling on innocent persons, reprisals have long given rise to
opposition from several quarters.’?” Opinions on this subject were so
divided, however, that it was impossible to draw up any sort of rule in
any of the Conventions before the First World War. During the inter-
war period, a prohibition on measures of reprisal was included only in
the Convention relative to the treatment of prisoners of war.12® It was
the atrocities committed during World War II that led the 1949 Confer-
ence to give more attention to this problem and to include in each of
the four Conventions it drew up a clause categorically prohibiting
reprisals.’?® At the DCHL, two attempts to draw up a general rule on
this subject failed, but an understanding was reached on inserting in
seven places of Protocol I a clause prohibiting reprisals;!?® the gaps,
although noticeable, are not numerous and it is hoped that they will
prove to be theoretical rather than practical.

3. Escape clauses

There are in humanitarian law at least two types of escape clause.
First, since any privilege accorded under the treaties applies only to a

128 Protocol I, Art. 9 (1); Protocol II, Art. 2 (1).

1% Starting with F. de Vitoria, op cit., pp. 289-290. In contemporary literature,
see, among others, Y. de la Bri¢re: “Evolution de la doctrine et de la pratique en
matiére de représailles”, in Recueil des cours de I'Académie de droit international,
vol. 22 (1931), pp. 263 ff; F. Kalshoven: Belligerent Reprisals, Leyden 1971, passim,
esp. p. 367; S.E. Nahlik: “Le probléme des représailles. . .”, in Revue générale de droit
international public, 1978, No. 1, p. 130 fT., and “Belligerent Reprisals...” in Law
and Contemporary Problems, Duke University School of Law, 1978, p. 36 ff.

128 Second 1929 Convention, Art. 2 (3).

128 1949 Conventions: First, Art. 46; Second, Art. 47; Third, Art. 13 (3); Fourth,
Art. 33 3).

130 Protocol I, Art. 20 (persons and objects protected in Part II dealing with
Wounded, Sick and Shipwrecked), Art. 51 (6) (civilian population and civilians),
Art. 52 (1) (civilian objects), Art. 53 (cultural objects and places of worship), Art. 54 (4)
(objects indispensable to the survival of the civilian population), Art. 55 (2) (environ-
ment) and Art. 56 (4) (works and installations containing dangerous forces).
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person “refraining from any hostile act”, no unit or individual carrying
out an activity “detrimental” to the adverse party can claim protection.
Such is the case, for example, of a wounded person who continues to
shoot. Here the notion of *“‘neutrality”’, a word used in the first Geneva
Convention, was particularly appropriate, for it covered two aspects of
the legal statuts of the unit-(or individual) in question: what can be requi-
red of it and what it is entitled to. This qualification attached to any
privilege granted under humanitarian law appears in so many provisions
in the treaties that is seems unnecessary to cite any examples.'3

The case is not the same for the reservation of military necessity.
This oft-critized notion is expressed frequently in the Law of The Hague,
but rarely in the Law of Geneva.!*? It must therefore be considered as an
exception to the general rule of humanitarian law, whose essential aim
is to protect. Consequently, anything derogating from the principle of
protection is but an exception. For the interpretation of any legal act,
however, one of the principles most solidly implanted in the general
theory of law since Antiquity is that any exception must be expressly
stated: it cannot be presumed. Numerous rules have nonetheless been
somewhat blunted by the addition of reservations such as *‘to the extent
possible”, “insofar as possible™, etc.

4. « Safety valve »

Even the most perfect set of rules could not provide for all possible
contingencies. The more detailed the list, the greater the danger of leav-
ing something out. Rules of a general nature are therefore of prime
importance. Some have existed for a long time. Some of them appeared
in the Law of The Hague, and have been incorporated in Protocol I
of 1977. Others, which we have just mentioned, have been a part of the
Law of Geneva since its inception.

181 There were already some in the older treaties, e.g. the 1864 Convention, Art, 1
(2) and Art. 2; 1906 Convention, Art. 7; Tenth 1907 Convention, Art. 8; First 1929
Convention, Art. 7; First 1949 Convention, Art. 21; Second 1949 Convention, Art. 34;
Fourth 1949 Convention, Art. 19 (1); Protocol I, numerous examples — see especially
the categories of persons and units mentioned in Art. 8 and, for example, Art. 13 (1),
Art. 15 (3), etc.

132 See however: 1906 Convention, Art. 12 (2) and Art. 15; First 1929 Convention,
Art. 15 (2). The 1949 Conventions have no such provisions. Military necessity was
next mentioned in the 1954 Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural Prop-
erty (Arts. 4 (2) and 11 (2) - (3). It is mentioned in Protocol I only in Arts. 54 (5)
(objects indispensable to the survival of the population), 62 (1) and 67 (4) (civil defence
organizations), and 70 (3) (c) and 71 (relief action). Parts of Arts 52 (2) and 56 (2)
bring however the military necessity clause to mind as well.
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There is a “safety valve’’ to which recourse could be had in an entirely
unforeseen situation, for which no rule in the Conventions, however
general, could be invoked. The authors of the Hague Conventions pro-
vided for this contingency as early as 1899 and included, in the preamble
to two successive versions of the Convention on the Laws and Customs
of War on Land, a noble declaration generally known as the Martens
Clause, after its principal author. Fortunately, the DCHL decided to
include it in Protocol I. Here is its text by way of conclusion to our
review of the regulations protecting the victims of armed conflicts:
““In cases not covered by this Protocol or by other international agreements,
civilians and combatants remain under the protection and authority of the
principles of international law derived from established custom, from the
principles of humanity and from the dictates of public conscience.” 1%

XI. Execution

1. By the parties themselves

The instruments of humanitarian law must be observed first and fore-
most by the parties thereto, who undertake to respect and ensure respect
for them “in all circumstances™.?® It is therefore up to the parties to
take measures to this effect, to give the necessary instructions and super-
vise their execution,!?s if need be through the intermediary of the Com-
mander-in-Chief,2*¢ and to try to make available to the armed forces
competent legal advisers.®” They must also disseminate knowledge of
the instruments of humanitarian law as widely as possible, in particular,
by including the study thereof in the programmes of instruction, espe-
cially to military personnel.®

2. Protecting Powers

During an armed conflict, the application of the Conventions’ pro-
visions should be ensured, to a certain extent, with the aid of Protecting

133 Protocol 1, Art. 1 (2).

134 1949 Conventions, Art. 1; Protocol I, Art. 1 (1).

185 Protocol I, Art. 80.

136 1949 Conventions: First, Art. 45; Second, Art. 46.

137 Protocol I, Art. 82.

138 1949 Conventions: First, Art. 47; Second, Art. 48; Third, Art. 127; Fourth,
Art, 144; Protocol I, Art. 83.
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Powers entrusted with safeguarding the interests of a party to the conflict
with the adverse party.}®® The Protecting Power may, if need be, be
replaced by an “‘organization which offers all guarantees of impartiality
and efficacy™.140

3. Red Cross bodies

The above-mentioned clause, which mentions a substitute organ-
ization, is preceded, in all four 1949 Conventions, by another provision
specifically mentioning the International Committee of the Red Cross
and granting it a sort of right of initiative in humanitarian activities.'4
Furthermore, the ICRC could be called upon to fill the role of substitute
for the Protecting Powers, as is clearly indicated in the 1977 Protocol.142

Among the numerous and difficult tasks falling within the compe-
tency of the ICRC under the humanitarian law Conventions, noteworthy
are the right to visit all places where prisoners of war or civilian internees
are kept,'#® and the organization of a Central Tracing Agency for the
collection of information on prisoners of war. This Agency, if need be,
may also be called upon to perform similar tasks for civilian internees,144
National information bureaux should serve as a base for such acti-
vities.'*®* Humanitarian tasks can also be carried out by the National
Red Cross or Red Crescent Societies, 4% and by other duly recognized
and authorized charitable agencies.14?

The increasingly widespread recognition of the ICRC role under the
Conventions leads to the conclusion that that important body has, to a
certain extent, progressively acquired the quality of a sui generis subject
in international law.

139 1949 Conventions: First, Second and Third, Art. 8; Fourth, Art. 9; Protocol T,
Art. 5, esp. paras. 1-2. For certain specific attributions, see for example: Third 1949
Convention, Art. 126 (1-3); Fourth 1949 Convention, Art. 143 (1-4).

140 1949 Conventions: First, Second and Third, Art. 10; Fourth, Art. 11; Pro-
tocol 1, Art. 5 (4).

141 1949 Conventions: First, Second and Third, Art. 9; Fourth, Art. 10.

142 Protocol I, Art. 81 (1); also Art. 5 (3-4).

143 Third 1949 Convention, Art. 126 (4); Fourth 1949 Convention, Art. 142 (3)
and 143 (5).

144 Third 1949 Convention, Art. 123; Fourth 1949 Convention, Art. 140.

145 Third 1949 Convention, Art. 122 ff.; Fourth 1949 Convention, Arts. 136 ff.

148 Most clearly: Protocol I, Art. 81 (2-3).

147 For example: Third 1949 Convention, Art. 125; Fourth 1949 Convention,
Art. 142; Protocol 1, Art. 81 (4).
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XII. Sanctions

One of the most difficult problems which humanitarian law has to
solve, for want of a supranational authority, is how to inflict sanctions
—and what sanctions—on a State or individual violating the law.

L. States

In traditional theory, the State was the sole subject of international
law; efforts were therefore concentrated on finding means of imposing
sanctions on it. Such sanctions would seem to be of two kinds: quasi-
civil and quasi-penal.

The first requires the State to pay compensation for the damage it
has caused, a form of liability mentioned in the 1907 Law of The Ha-
gue,® and taken over word for word by the Law of Geneva in the 1977
Protocol: “A Party to the conflict which violates the provisions of the
Conventions or of this Protocol shall, if the case demands, be liable to pay
compensation. It shall be responsible for all acts committed by persons
forming part of its armed forces 4?

There is some doubt as to the advisability of that word-for-word
repetition. The provision has one rather obvious loophole: no mention
is made of the State’s responsibility for the acts of the members of its
civil service, so that it cannot be held liable on that count unless under
customary law.

Quasi-penal sanctions take the form of reprisals. Reprisals have been
a part of the law of nations since its inception, but have always been
found lacking in that, although in principle they are directed against the
State, they in fact too often cause many innocent people to suffer.
Humanitarian law was therefore fully justified in excluding them in
most cases.'s?

2. Individuals

The condemnation of reprisals has made it the more increasingly
necessary to punish the individuals who violate humanitarian law rules.

148 Fourth 1907 Convention, Art. 3 (the Second 1899 Convention did not contain
such a provision).

19 Protocol I, Art. 91.

150 See above, Ch. X, para. 2.
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In international law, individuals have been but rarely punished, the only
precedent of consequence being the so-called law and trial of Nurem-
berg.15!

Humanitarian law has long been concerned to put a stop to infrac-
tions of its rules. Since 1906, the Conventions have contained provisions
urging the parties to take or, if need be, propose to their legislatures, the
measures necessary to prevent acts contrary to the rules of the Conven-
tions. Of particular concern has always been the problem of unauthor-
ized use of the protective sign.152

Much more precise provisions were drawn up on penal sanctions in
the four 1949 Conventions, each of which has four articles on sanc-
tions.'s® The parties undertake therein to take legislative measures “‘zo
provide effective penal sanctions for persons committing, or ordering to be
committed, any of the grave breaches . .. defined in the following Article.”
They also undertake to search for the guilty parties and to bring such
parties before their own courts or to extradite them—recalling the adage
“Aut dedere, aut punire”. They are further under the obligation to take
all measures necessary for the suppression of all acts contrary to the
Conventions “‘other than grave breaches”. The list of grave breaches
varies slightly from one Convention to the other. Some are mentioned
in all four: wilful killing, torture or inhuman treatment, wilfully causing
great suffering, serious injury to body or health. The First, Second and
Fourth Conventions include destruction and appropriation of property
in this list; the Third and the Fourth add compelling a protected person
to serve in the armed forces of ‘‘a hostile Power” and depriving him of
the right to a ““fair and regular” trial. The Fourth Convention also men-
tions unlawful deportation or transfer, unlawful confinement and the
taking of hostages. Very detailed provisions were drawn up in the first
two Conventions concerning the use of the distinctive sign.'** The last
of the articles common to all these conventions stipulates that in cases
of disagreement the parties shall carry out an enquiry according to the
procedure they have agreed on or indicated by a person chosen jointly
by them.

" 151 Geg the complete records of the trial: Trial of the major war criminals before
the Nuremberg Military Tribunals, Nuremberg, 1947-1949.

152 1906 Conventions, Arts. 27-28; Tenth 1907 Convention, Art. 21; First 1929
Convention, Arts. 28-30.

158 1949 Conventions: First, Arts. 49-52; Second, Arts. 50-53; Third, Arts. 129-
132; Fourth, Arts, 146-149.

154 1049 Conventions: First, Arts. 53-54; Second, Arts. 44-45.
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These important articles were considerably developed in a special
section of Protocol 1.1%® The list of “‘grave” breaches was supplemented
by the addition of a good number of those directed, especially during an
attack, against persons.or objects guaranteed respect and protection
under the Protocol.®® It is furthermore specified that failure to act must
also be punished and special duties are imposed upon military com-
manders. The importance of mutual assistance in criminal proceedings
is emphasized by underlining the possibility of extradition, especially to
the country in whose territory the breach occurred.

Although leaving it in principle to the national courts to institute
criminal proceedings, the DCHL was nonetheless able, not without a
certain amount of difficulty, to constitute an international body of
enquiry: the International Fact-Finding Commission.'s” However, many
of the States represented at the DCHL opposed mandatory recourse to
the Commission. An agreement was finally reached to the effect that
recourse to this body, consisting of 15 members “‘of high moral standing
and acknowledged impartiality”, was not obligatory and that it would
be convened when not less than twenty parties to the Protocol had
agreed to accept its competence, which is as yet far from being the case.

XIII. Non-international armed conflicts

Since the four Geneva Conventions apply “in all circumstances™,
they also stipulate 158 minimum rules which shall be observed in armed
conflict not of an international character occurring in the territory of a
party. The parties to such a conflict may also, by means of special
agreements, bring into force all or part of the other provisions of the
Conventions.

Under these minimum rules, all persons taking no active part in the
hostilities and members of the armed forces who have laid down their
arms or been placed hors de combat shall be protected and the wounded
and sick shall be collected and cared for. It is forbidden to treat such
persons inhumanely, in particular by any form of violence to life and
body, by outrages upon personal dignity, by taking hostages, by passing

155 Protocol I, Arts. 85-91.

1568 Tbid., in particular Art. 85, but also Art. 11 (4).
157 Tbid., Art. 9 (consisting of more than 100 lines).
158 1949 Conventions, Art. 3, common to the four,

222



sentences and carrying out executions without regular process. In order
to forestall formal reservations, the Conventions specify that application
of these rules shall not affect the legal status of the parties. Their appli-
cation, therefore, does not signify recognition of the international per-
sonality of a party which otherwise would not be entitled to it.

We mentioned above 1% why Protocol II was considerably reduced,
both in volume and in scope. Of the 39 articles in the initial ICRC draft,
only 18 remained, plus one which was transferred from its original posi-
tion in the draft to the final provisions.1®® Protocol II is therefore only
half of what it was originally meant to be.

In the preamble, reference is made to Article 3 common to the 1949
Conventions and to the “international instruments relating to human
rights”. This reference is justified in that Protocol II, in its present form,
is in fact a link between humanitarian law in the traditional sense of the
term and human rights, 81

Part I of Protocol II, entitled “Scope of this Protocol”, describes
first the Protocol’s “‘material field of application”, which we have already
discussed 2 and then its ““personal field of application.1®* The article
in question, using the same terms as Protocol I, stipulates that there
shall be no adverse distinction, then goes on to cover “all persons affec-
ted by an armed conflict as defined in Article 1. The final provision in
this Part %4 categorically precludes the Protocol from having any effect
on the sovereignty of a State in whose territory a conflict is being waged
and no less categorically opposes all external intervention, either “di-
rectly or indirectly”, in the conflict. While these reservations are under-
standable at the stage which international law has now reached, it is
difficult not to fear that they may be invoked to justify many an abuse,
in spite of everything said in the articles that follow.

The rest of the Protocol—besides the final provisions, which are
essentially the same as those in Protocol I—is divided into three Parts.

The very heading of Part II announces the principles of the “humane
treatment’ to which are entitled ““‘all persons who do not take a direct
part or who have ceased to take part in the hostilities™. 16

152 See above, Chap. IV in fine.

180 Article 19 on dissemination, very brief.
161 See above, Chap. I.

162 Protocol II, Art, 1.

163 1bid., Art. 2.

164 Thid., Art. 3.

165 Thid., Art. 4.
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The list of “fundamental guarantees™ that follows repeats what was
already said in Article 3 common to the 1949 Conventions, adding:
collective punishments, acts of terrorism, slavery and the slave trade in
all their forms (author’s note: and this in the Twentieth Century !) and
pillage. A paragraph on the aid and care due specifically to children
included in this article seems not to have been put in its proper place.
Article 5 (the following article) contains a detailed list of all the guaran-
tees granted to persons ‘‘whose liberty has been restricted”,'®® while
Article 6 gives special guarantees concerning penal prosecutions 167,
stating that no sentence shall be passed and no penalty shall be executed
except pursuant to conviction by an independent and impartial court.

The part concerning the “wounded, sick and shipwrecked” ¢ is
probably the least controversial. It contains, in abbreviated form, the
sames rules as Protocol I concerning the victims of international armed
conflicts: the same duty to seek, collect and care for the persons men-
tioned in the heading, although without repeating the definitions given
in Protocol I. These persons, the medical and religious personnel caring
for them, and the units and means of medical transportation must be
“protected and respected” and are authorized to display the distinctive
emblem employed during international armed conflicts.

The authors of Protocol II were rather sparing with their words in
the final version of the Part concerning the *‘civilian population’. Both
this population as a whole and ‘“‘civilian persons” must be protected
““against the dangers arising from military operations” and, in particular,
“shall not be the object of attack, unless and for such time as they take
a direct part in hostilities”.'®® Only one clause specifically prohibits
“forced movement”.2?® There is no general clause protecting civilian
objects or the environment. There are three specific clauses '"* protect-
ing, respectively, “objects indispensable to the survival of the civilian
population” 172, “works and installations containing dangerous forces”,
and “‘cultural objects and places of worship”. Relief societies,'?® *“‘such

166 Thid,, Art. 5.

197 Tbid., Art. 6.

168 [hid,, Arts. 7-12.
169 [hid., Art. 13.

1 Tbid., Art. 17.

171 Thid., Arts. 14-16.

172 This text was not included in the original abridged version; it was introduced
after a moving speech by the representative of the Holy See.

178 Protocol II, Art. 18,
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as Red Cross organizations”, were given the possibility to act; they
could thus *“‘offer their services for the performance of their traditional
functions in relation to the victims of the armed conflict”. Any such
action is subject to the consent of the High Contracting Party concerned.

This, briefly, is the content of Protocol II, somewhat modest in its
final version; its legal future is difficult to foresee.

XIV. Final remarks

We thus have a picture of humanitarian law as it stands today. Is it
flawless ? Does it need further development? Man seeks perfection in
all that he does; humanitarian law is no exception. He gains experience
from each new armed conflict, and who can say if one day we will not
be able to stop all conflicts once and for all. So far, even the invention
of the most horrible weapons ever to exist has not prevented conflicts.

We must not lose hope that sooner or later we will achieve this ideal:
the elimination of war. No effort must be spared in the meantime to
make war—whether openly referred to as such or called by some other
name—less horrible by easing the plight of those that fall victim to it.

Of course, the best of rules at times go unobserved. This, however,
is certainly not the fault of those who have drawn them up. In no legal
system are violations considered as proof that the regulations violated
were unnecessary. On the contrary, man’s imperfection renders them
necessary. In order to know that a rule has been violated, that rule must
first exist. At the present stage of development of the law of armed con-
flicts, of which humanitarian law, whose scope is constantly being broad-
ened, can be considered as the most important part, it is no longer the
rules that are lacking, but the willingness to observe them.

The very existence of these rules is of double value. First, there will
always be those people who, aware that they exist, will make the effort
to observe them. Second, if they do not observe them, there are at least
solid grounds on which to condemn them. Such condemnation is too
often, for the moment, only moral but it is to be hoped that as inter-
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national penal sanctions become more enforceable than they are now,
it will become possible to try those who have violated a rule of inter-
national law before a competent and effective international court.

Stanislaw E. Nahlik

Emeritus Professor
of the Jagellone University,
Cracow

N. B. Lack of space in the present issue of the Review prevents us from including
a list of abbreviations and the selected bibliography that the reader will find however
in an offprint of the Review containing the article by Professor S.E. Nahlik.
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INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE
OF THE RED CROSS

The President of ICRC receives the
United Nations Peace Medal

On 5 July 1984 Mr. Javier Pérez de Cuéllar, Secretary-General of the
United Nations Organization, presented the United Nations Peace
Medal to Mr. Alexandre Hay, President of the ICRC.

This high distinction is a mark of esteem and reflects honour on the
ICRC and on the Red Red Cross as a whole.

Readers may recall that the U.N.O. awarded its Human Rights
Prize to the ICRC in 1978.

Distinguished visitors at ICRC

On 10 July 1984, Mr. Fikre Selassic Wogderess, Secretary General
of the Ethiopian Provisional Military Administrative Council and
Vice-Chairman of the Council of Ministers, accompanied by Dr. Dawit
Zawde, Chairman of the Ethiopian Red Cross, was received at ICRC
headquarters by Mr. Maurice Aubert, Vice-President, and Mr. Jean-
Pierre Hocké, Director for Operational Activities. The joint ICRC/
Ethiopian Red Cross assistance action for displaced persons, under way
since 1980, and ICRC protection activities for Somali prisoners of war
in Ethiopia were discussed during the meeting.

Mr. Yasser Arafat, President of the Palestine Liberation Organ-
ization (PLO), visited ICRC headquarters on the same day. He spoke
with Mr. Maurice Aubert, ICRC Vice-President, and the members of
the directorate on various subjects of humanitarian concern with regard
to the situation in the Near East. Mr. Arafat was accompanied by
Mr. Farook Kaddoomi, head of the political department of the PLO,
and Mr. Nabil Ramlawi, permanent representative of the PLO in

Geneva.
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Accession of Belize to the Geneva Conventions
and to the Protocols

On 29 June 1984, Belize deposited with the Swiss Government an
instrument of accession to the four Geneva Conventions of 12 August
1949 and to the two Additional Protocols adopted on 8 June 1977.

In accordance with their provisions, the Geneva Conventions and
the Protocols will come into force for Belize on 29 December 1984, six
months after the date of registration.

Belize thus becomes the 157th State party to the Geneva Conventions,
the 42nd State party to Protocol I and the 36th to Protocol II.

The Geneva Conventions were already in force in Belize by virtue
of the declaration of provisional application notified by Belize to the
UNO in September 1982. This made it possible for the ICRC to re-
cognize, on 15 March 1984, the Belize Red Cross Society.

Accession of the Republic of Guinea to the
Geneva Conventions and to the Protocols

The Republic of Guinea deposited with the Swiss Government, on
11 July 1984, an instrument of accession to the four Geneva Conventions
of 12 August 1949 and to the Additional Protocols I and II adopted on
8 June 1977.

Pursuant to their provisions, the Conventions of Geneva and the
Protocols will enter into force for the Republic of Guinea on 11 January
1985, i.e. six months after the date of registration.

The Republic of Guinea thus becomes the 158th State party to the
Geneva Conventions, the 43rd State party to Protocol I and the 37th

to Protocol IL
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Accession of the Central African Republic
to the Protocols

The Central African Republic deposited with the Swiss Government,
on 17 July 1984, an instrument of accession to the Protocols Additional
to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, relating to the protection
of victims of international armed conflicts (Protocol 1) and non-inter-
national armed conflicts (Protocol II), adopted in Geneva on 8 June 1977,
" Pursuant to their provisions, the Protocols will enter into force for
the Central African Republic on 17 January 1985.

This is the 44th State to become party to Protocol I and the 38th to
Protocol 1II.

Communication from France

On 24 February 1984, the French Republic deposited with the Swiss
Government an instrument of accession to Protocol II only (see International
Review, March-April 1984 edition). The instrument was accompanied by the
following communication; the original French text, which was transmitted to
us by the depository government, is given in translation below.

“On the occasion of the deposit of the instrument of accession of France to
Protocol II of 8 June 1977 to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, I have
the honour to inform you that the Republic of France does not intend to accede
to Protocol I of the same date to the said Conventions. The explanation for this
decision can be found in the reasons indicated by the representative of France
at the fourth session of the Geneva Diplomatic Conference on the Reaffirmation
and Development of International Humanitarian Law applicable in Armed
Conflicts, and particularly in the lack of consensus among the States signatories
to Protocol I on the exact nature of the obligations undertaken by them concern-
ing dissuasion.”” (Translation by ICRC).
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EXTERNAL ACTIVITIES
May-June 1984

Africa

Angola

Mr. Jean-Pierre Hocké, director for Operational Activities, accom-
panied by Mr. Jean-Marc Bornet, ICRC delegate general for Africa,
visited Luanda on 6 June where he was received by the President of the
Republic, Mr. Dos Santos. He had talks with the Minister and Deputy
Minister for Foreign Affairs, the Ministers for Health and for Planning,
the Secretary of State for Social Affairs and the Vice-President of the
“Angolan Red Cross™. The talks dealt with the setting up of an emergency
programme of assistance for displaced civilian people victims of the
events.

During the first half of the year, the ICRC programme of assistance
for displaced civilians in Angola was considerably reduced, owing to
the insecurity which reigned in the areas where these people most needed
help, and the difficulties encountered by the ICRC to obtain the author-
ities’ permission to work according to its operational criteria.

At the end of June, the programme was about to be resumed on a large
scale, as after the mission of the ICRC director for Operational Activi-
ties to Luanda, an agreement was reached with the Angolan authorities,
whereby the latter accepted the emergency plan proposed by the ICRC
to provide the food and medical aid necessary for the survival of tens
of thousands of displaced persons in the provinces affected: Benguela,
Bie, Cunene, Huambo, Huila and Moxico.

The ICRC immediately dispatched a team of five delegates to Angola
to plan and prepare for the food-aid programme. They were followed by
another team, composed of a doctor, a dietician and a hygienist, to make
a detailed evaluation of the displaced persons’ medical and nutritional
situation.
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The emergency programme will be developed in stages and will
assist about 200,000 persons in need.

While waiting for the relief operations to begin, the ICRC delegates
pursued their activities wherever possible. With the co-operation of the
“ Angolan Red Cross” they set up, in June, a milk distribution centre
for children in a camp with 1,450 displaced persons in Equimina, 120 km
south of Benguela, and distributed tents, blankets and mats. During the
first six months of 1984, a total of 645 tonnes of relief supplies was given
by the ICRC to about 75,500 persons.

Southern Africa

The ICRC organized the release and repatriation of 30 Angolan
prisoners of war and one Cuban prisoner held by the South African
authorities, and of one Namibian prisoner held in Angola. The operation
took place on 22 and 23 May in N’Giva, in the southern part of Angola.

*
* *

Twenty Czechoslovaks, held in Angola by UNITA since 12 March
1983, were released on 22 June under the auspices of the ICRC. They
were flown on board a specially chartered plane via Johannesburg to
Kinshasa (Zaire), where they were handed over to a representative of
the Czechoslovak government, before being repatriated to Prague. The
Czechoslovak authorities paid tribute on this occasion to the ICRC for
the role it had played towards the successful outcome of this affair.

Republic of South Africa

Since the beginning of the year, ICRC delegates paid six visits to the
Cuban prisoner captured by the South African forces in southern
Angola. This prisoner was finally released on 22 May in N’Giva under
the auspices of the ICRC as mentioned above.

Moreover, the ICRC delegates in Pretoria visited 3 security detainees
in Venda, according to the normal ICRC procedure.

As part of the assistance programme for the families of detainees in
need, the ICRC distributed, during the first half of the year, 2,955 food
parcels of a value of approximately 185,000 Swiss francs. In view of the
importance for prisoners of visits by family members and the long
distances involving high transport costs, the ICRC also covered the
travel expenses incurred by the visits of 591 persons to detained relatives:
this aid amounted to a total of 157,000 Swiss francs.
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Namibia/South West Africa

Throughout the first half of the year, the ICRC delegates continued
to visit the 30 Angolan prisoners of war held in the Mariental camp,
before organizing their repatriation on 22 May, as mentioned above.
On two occasions, the delegates also visited, in the same camp, 131 per-
sons detained under Proclamation “AG 9” (detention without trial), as
well as 7 convicted prisoners and 3 security detainees at the Windhoek
prison.

With regard to aid to detainees and to their families in need—a pro-
gramme which works according to the system in force in South Africa—
the assistance provided by the ICRC during the first six months of 1984
came to 42,850 Swiss francs.

Uganda

Relief action in favour of the large numbers of displaced persons in
the districts of Mpigi, Mubende and Lowero, was considerably reduced
and then suspended because of the restrictions imposed by the authorities.
Conducted by the ICRC, in co-operation with the Uganda Red Cross
and the League of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, the action was
resumed at the end of May, though on a limited scale, after a mission
to Kampala carried out by the ICRC delegate-general for Africa. The
number of beneficiaries of the relief action continued increasing during
the first four months of the year, reaching 121,000 persons in April.
Later this fell, totalling 54,000 persons at the end of June. In all, 4,518
tonnes of food, 55 tonnes of soap, 17 tonnes of clothes and nearly
22,000 blankets were distributed during the first half of 1984,

Red Cross medical teams (of which one was especially assigned to
giving vaccinations and the other to dealing with problems of hygiene)
visited about 25 camps, giving more than 70,000 consultations. They
organized the evacuation of 200 patients to hospitals and administered
nearly 14,000 vaccinations, 7,700 of which were for measles.

The visits to places of detention under the authority of the Ministry
of Internal Affairs, which began in February (93 prisons and police
stations) continued normally. These visits, which were made in keeping
with ICRC criteria, were carried out by two or three teams each consist-
ing of two delegates and one doctor. During the first half of the year,
the delegates had access to 86 places of detention, and saw 10,558 de-
tainees, of whom 2,083 came within the purview of the ICRC. The relief
distributed during these visits (blankets, mats, soap, toilet articles and
recreation material) amounted to 53,500 Swiss francs.

232



EXTERNAL ACTIVITIES INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE

During the first half of the year, the ICRC Tracing Agency office in
Kampala received 2,164 enquiries concerning persons presumed to be
detained, and registered 2,401 persons in various places of detention
visited by the delegates. In addition it exchanged 5,812 family messages.

Ethiopia

Owing to the increasingly dramatic situation of the displaced civilian
population, victim of both the drought and the disturbances mainly
affecting the north of Ethiopia, the ICRC considerably stepped up, in
May and June, the relief activities which are part of the joint ICRC-
Ethiopian Red Cross relief operation. In order to get to the areas which
had become inaccessible by road because of the danger, a large transport
plane was chartered and, from 7 to 25 June, it made 31 flights, taking
about 500 tonnes of emergency relief from Addis Ababa and Asmara to
Mekele and Axum (Tigre), as well as to Lalibela (North Wollo). This
relief included not only food, medicines and medical equipment, but
also clothes, blankets and tents to protect the people (already suffering
from hunger) from the severe climate in the mountainous areas. The
plane also transported construction material to set up storage and dis-
tribution centres and to build shelters, and flew in two trucks and four
cross-country vehicles for on-the-spot relief work.

Through May and June, the ICRC distributed 2,140 tonnes of relief
(against 1,409 tonnes in March-April) in the provinces of Eritrea, Tigre,
Gondar, Hararge, Bale/Sidamo and Wollo. During the first half of the
year, the volume of distributions was about 4,350 tonnes and about
140,000 persons benefited from them.

Furthermore, the ICRC continued giving medical assistance by
supplying medicaments, bandages and perfusion equipment to the
military hospitals of Addis Ababa and Hararge, to the hospitals of
Mekele and Bale and also to the Mekele nutritional centre, where about
900 undernourished children are being treated. A similar centre at
Chiry Ballo (110 patients) is run by an ICRC nurse.

Somalia

The ICRC was unable to continue its visits, in May and June, to the
Ethiopian prisoners of war and the Cuban prisoner of war detained in
Somalia, as the authorities had refused to allow interviews without
witness. However, the ICRC delegates were able to see the detainees at
the Mogadishu central prison, at Afgoi and at Gezira, during medical
visits. During these visits they also distributed family messages from
Ethiopia and collected others addressed by the prisoners to their families.
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Zaire

During the first half of 1984, the ICRC delegates at Kinshasa paid
about ten visits for registration purposes to two places of detention, where
they saw about 370 security detainees (some of whom were seen several
times) to whom they gave relief supplies (food parcels, toilet articles,
ete.).

Moreover, towards the end of June, the ICRC delegate-general for
Africa carried out a mission to Zaire. He had talks with President Mobutu
and the State Commissioner for Justice and high officials of the National
Security Council, and discussed the ICRC protection activities within
the country.

Chad

In May and June, ICRC delegates continued visiting the prisoners
of war in the detention centres of N’Djamena, Abeche, Biltine and
Kalait, as well as at the Adji Kossei military hospital. Relief supplies,
particularly food, were handed over for the prisoners of war, especially
in the capital, as part of an emergency assistance programme.

In the northern part of the country, on the other side of the front, the
ICRC was forced to suspend its activities because of the difficulties
encountered in obtaining access to all the prisoners of war detained in the
B.E.T. (Borku, Ennedi, Tibesti) province. Its delegates based in Bardai,
chief town of Tibesti, consequently had to return to Geneva at the end
ot May.

From 25 to 29 May, the ICRC deputy delegate-general for Africa
was in N’Djamena to discuss problems concerning protection with the
authorities.

Western Sahara

The ICRC resumed its visits to victims of the conflict in the Western
Sahara. Three delegates, one of whom was a doctor, visited, from 25 April
to 1 May, 210 Moroccan prisoners of war detained by the Polisario
Front, in five detention centres. Moreover, 10 Moroccan prisoners were
released by the Front and handed over to the ICRC, which repatriated
them to Rabat.

Furthermore, 99 Algerian Prisoners in Moroccan hands were visited
on 20 and 21 June, in Morocco, by a ICRC delegate and a medical del-
egate. Following an incident which occurred on 15 June at the Algerian-
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Moroccan border, the mortal remains of four Moroccan soldiers were
handed over by Algeria to the ICRC, which organized their repatriation
on 22 June.

Latin America

Missions from Geneva

As Vice-President of the ICRC, Dr. Athos Gallino, member of the
Committee, accompanied by Mr. André Pasquier, delegate-general for
Latin America and the Caribbean, carried out a mission which took him
to Brazil and Peru from 11 to 22 June.

In Brazil, at Teresopolis, the ICRC representatives participated in
two National Society meetings: one was the session of the Inter-Amer-
ican Regional Committee, and the other, the meeting of presidents and
technical seminars of the National Societies of South America. In the
speech he made on this occasion, Dr. Gallino pointed out the important
role to be played, in the event of conflict, by the National Societies side
by side with the ICRC, in keeping with the fundamental principles of the
movement. Mr. Pasquier gave a talk on the activities of the ICRC in
Latin America and emphasized the role of the National Societies in the
dissemination of international humanitarian law.

In Peru, Dr. Gallino and Mr. Pasquier had talks with Dr. Max Arias
Schreiber, Minister of Justice, Dr. Schwalb Lopez Aldana, First
Vice-President (in the absence of President Belaunde), Dr. Luis Perco-
vich Roca, Minister of the Interior, General Maury Lopez, Army
Commander-in-Chief, General Guillermo Monzo Aronau, Chief of the
Joint Command of the Armed Forces, as well as with the Deputy Minis-
ter of Foreign Affairs. During their mission they also met officials of the
Peruvian Red Cross.

Mr. Jean-Pierre Hocké, Director for Operational Activities, and
Mr. André Pasquier, ICRC delegate-general for Latin America and the
Caribbean, visited Cuba from 13 to 18 May, where they had a long
meeting with President Fidel Castro. They also had talks with Mr. Carlos
Rafael Rodriguez, Vice-President of the Council of Ministers and of the
Council of State, Mr. Viera Linares, Deputy Minister for Foreign
Affairs, Dr. Julio Teja, Deputy Minister for Health and Vice-President
of the National Red Cross Society, and Dr. Esmildo Gutierrez, Sec-
retary General of the Cuban Red Cross.
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Earlier (3-12 May) Mr. Pasquier had undertaken a mission in Central
America, which took him to Costa Rica, Nicaragua, and El Salvador,
and which epabled him, together with the delegates there, to make
a general survey of current ICRC activities.

El Salvador

During the months of May and June, the food aid provided by the
ICRC to displaced persons in the central and eastern parts of El Salvador
increased considerably in comparison with the previous months. In
May, nearly 302 tonnes of food were distributed to about 42,800 persons
in the central part and more than 402 tonnes of food to 58,800 ben-
eficiaries in the eastern part. For the month of June, these figures were
respectively 244 tonnes for 34,400 persons and 247 tonnes for 51,000 ben-
eficiaries. This relief, which was distributed with the co-operation of the
Salvadorean Red Cross, was given to villages in the departments of
Chalatenango, Cabanas, San Vicente, La Paz and San Salvador (central
part), and the departments of San Miguel, Morazan, Usulutan and
La Union. During the first half of the year, a total of 2,765 tonnes of
relief supplies (corn, rice, beans, oil, milk, sugar and salt) were handed
over to some 382,000 displaced persons.

Medical activities also increased a great deal in May and June.
Both medical teams, the one based in San Salvador (four doctors, four
nurses, ope dentist, two hygienists, two assistant pharmacists and three
first-aid workers) and the one operating from San Miguel (one doctor
and three ICRC nurses, in addition to locally recruited staff composed
of three doctors, two hygienists, three first-aid workers, one dentist and
two assistant pharmacists) gave about 9,000 consultations in about
thirty villages. These rounds also enabled them to evaluate the medical
and sanitary needs, to check the nutritional state of children and to
instruct the displaced population on matters of hygiene. During the first
half of the year, the ICRC medical teams gave a total of 40,177 consul-
tations and 4,937 dental check-ups. The value of the medicaments and
medical equipment distributed in the course of this period to various
hospitals and health centres came to 186,000 Swiss francs.

In the course of protection activities, the ICRC teams, composed of
six delegates and one doctor, made 980 visits between 1 January and
30 June (210 in San Salvador and 770 in the provinces) in the barracks
and security units under the authority of the Ministry of Defence and
Public Security, as well as the prisons under the authority of the Ministry
of Justice. There they registered 597 new detainees, with whom they had
interviews without witnesses.
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Furthermore, the ICRC was requested to intervene as a neutral
intermediary when, on 11 May, 35 persons, including women and children,
were taken hostage during a hold-up by five armed guerillas in a
supermarket in San Salvador. Guided solely by concern for the hostages,
in accordance with ICRC policy for such interventions, and seeking to
save their lives, the delegate-general for Latin America and the Caribbean,
who was passing through El Salvador, acted as mediator and obtained
the release of all the hostages. The five guerillas, who were granted
political asylum at the Mexican embassy, were given safe conduct by the
El Salvador authorities which enabled them to reach Mexico the follow-
ing day.

In the course of the first six months of the year, the ICRC tracing
agencies in San Salvador, San Miguel and Santa Ana registered
1,330 enquiries concerning persons presumed to have disappeared or been
detained.

To disseminate knowledge of the essential rules of humanitarian law
and the principles of the Red Cross, the ICRC delegates, during the
first half of the year, gave 55 conferences to about 11,500 members of the
armed forces. Talks on the Red Cross were also given throughout
El Salvador to the members of the National Red Cross Society.

Nicaragua

From 11 to 29 May, a team of six ICRC delegates, which included
a doctor and two nurses, visited the prison of Tipitapa, where they saw
2,480 security detainees in accordance with normal ICRC procedure.
Since the beginning of the year, this was the second visit made to this
place of detention by the ICRC delegates, who also had access on two
occasions to the « Zona Franca » prison (about 650 security detainees).
The ICRC also visited, during the first half of 1984, the prisons of
Juigalpa, Chinandega, Esteli and Matagalpa, with 193 detainees in all.
Nearly 104 tonnes of relief supplies worth 208,600 Swiss francs, particu-
larly food, medicaments and toilet articles, were handed over in the course
of these visits.

About one thousand needy families of detainees continued receiving
a monthly supply of basic foodstuffs. During the first six months of
the year this aid represented 6,179 rations, totalling 104 tonnes and
amounting to 147,330 Swiss francs.

The ICRC also stepped up its assistance programme in favour of
displaced persons living in the area situated along the Atlantic coast.
In co-operation with the Nicaraguan Red Cross, it chartered a boat
which, twice a month, transports relief supplies from Puerto Cabezas to
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Puerto Isabel (Zelaya province). From there two smaller vessels trans-
port these supplies to the different villages of displaced persons along
the Rio Prinzapolka delta and further inland on the banks of this river.
About 800 families receive these supplies every month, consisting of rice,
cereals, butteroil, sugar and salt.

The ICRC also continued giving aid to the displaced civilian victims
of the events, particularly in the border areas near Honduras and Costa
Rica. Relief material was handed over to the National Society for dis-
tribution to needy persons in the province of Jinotega and reserve
supplies were stocked at local branches of the Nicaraguan Red Cross
in case of need.

During the first half of 1984, a total of 5,000 displaced persons
received monthly assistance from the ICRC and the National Red Cross.

Visits to places of detention

In May and June, the ICRC made several visits to places of detention
in Latin America and the Caribbean. These visits are carried out by
teams which often include an ICRC doctor. Interviews without witnesses
take place with the detainees.

In Chile, a new series of visits to places of detention took place from
14 to 30 May. The ICRC delegates visited 176 detainees in 15 places of
detention.

In Columbia, the series of visits which started on 24 March ended on
7 May. About a hundred security detainees were seen in prisons in the
capital or in the country.

In Haiti, the ICRC regional delegate based in San José (Costa Rica)
visited, from 20 to 26 June, three places of detention where he had access
to 16 security detainees.

From 13 to 20 June, the ICRC delegates visited four places of deten-
tion in Paraguay, where they saw 31 detainees.

Asia

Missions by the delegate general

At the beginning of June, Mr. Jean de Courten, ICRC delegate
general for Asia and Oceania, undertook a mission to Thailand, where
he met representatives of the Thai authorities. He also had working
sessions with senior members of the ICRC delegations in Bangkok,
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Phnom Penh and Hanoi in order to take stock of ICRC activities and fix
the aims for the second half of the year.

From 11 to 14 June, Mr. de Courten visited the Philippines, where
he had talks with the Minister for Foreign Affairs and his close col-
laborators, as well as with the Deputy Minister for Defence.

Conflict in Afghanistan

The first three Soviet soldiers, who had been captured in Afghan-
istan by opposition. movements and transferred to Switzerland by the
ICRC on 28 May 1982, have reached the end of their two-year period
of internment agreed upon with the parties concerned. One of them,
who confirmed his desire to be transferred to his country of origin, has
returned to the USSR. The other two soldiers informed the Swiss
authorities that they did not wish to return to their country. Their status
will be determined by the Swiss authorities in accordance with the
legislation in force.

The ICRC took this opportunity to make public its position regard-
ing all the victims of the Afghan conflict in the following press release,
published on 20 May in Geneva:

« Since 1979, the ICRC has made every effort to provide protection
and assistance to the civilian and military victims of the armed conflict
in Afghanistan, in accordance with the mandate conferred upon it in the
Geneva Conventions and the statutes of the International Red Cross. On
several occasions, it has reminded the parties whose armed forces are
engaged in the conflict of their obligations under international humanitarian
law. However, in spite of repeated offers of services to the Afghan govern-
ment and representations to the government of the USSR, the ICRC has
only on two occasions—during brief missions in 1980 and 1982—been
authorized to act inside Afghanistan. Consequently, the ICRC has to date
been able to carry out very few of the assistance and protection activities
urgently needed by the numerous victims of the conflict on Afghan territory.

Due to the serious consequences of the situation in Afghanistan, the
ICRC decided in 1980 to undertake protection and assistance activities in
Pakistan. It opened two surgicul hospitals for Afghan war wounded, the
first in Peshawar, the second, in July 1983, in Quetta. In addition, being
deeply concerned by the plight of persons captured by the Afghan oppo-
sition movements and by information to the effect that several such persons
had been executed, the ICRC tried to find a way of protecting the lives of
both Afghan and Soviet captured persons.

Negotiations carried out by the ICRC with, successively, the USSR,
the Afghan opposition movement, Pakistan and Switzerland led to partial
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success. The parties agreed to the transfer and internment in a neutral
country of Soviet soldiers detained by the Afghan opposition movements,
in application, by analogy, of the Third Geneva Convention, relative to the
treatment of prisoners of war.

On the basis of this agreement, the ICRC has had access to some of
the Soviet prisoners in the hands of the Afghan movements and has informed
them, in the course of interviews without witness, of the possibility for
transfer by the ICRC to Switzerland, where they would spend two years
under the responsibility and watch of the Swiss government before return-
ing to their country of origin.

The ICRC made this proposal to the Soviet prisoners on the basis of the
principle worked out at the 1949 Diplomatic Conference and stipulated in
the Geneva Conventions, i.e. that repatriation of a prisoner of war signifies
the return to a normal situation and is in the best interests of the prisoner.
The above-mentioned procedure therefore applies only to Soviet soldiers
who consider themselves to be in a situation comparable to that of a prisoner
of war in enemy hands. Consequently, the entire operation is based on
respect for the principle according to which the ICRC never acts against
the wishes of the person it is assisting.

To date, eleven Soviet soldiers have accepted the proposal. The first three
were transferred to Switzerland on 28 May 1982. Eight others arrived in
August and October 1982, January and October 1983, and February and
April 1984. One of them escaped to the Federal Republic of Germany
in July 1983

The first three Soviet soldiers reach the end of their period of intern-
ment on 27 May 1984. In conformity with the spirit of the provisions of
international humanitarian law in this respect, the Swiss authorities,
under whose responsibility the soldiers are, have taken the measures
necessary to repatriate those internees still wishing to return to their
country of origin.

The ICRC’s main concern since the beginning of the conflict has been
the unacceptable restriction of its humanitarian activities. In view of the
situyation, which has inflicted so much suffering on the Afghan population
for over four years, the ICRC expects all the parties to the conflict to
enable it by all means possible to protect and assist in all places all of the
victims of that conflict, and thereby fully respect international humanitarian
law and its principles. »

Pakistan

The ICRC delegation in Pakistan continued to provide medical
assistance for the Afghan victims of combats within their country.
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In May and June, the ICRC hospital in Peshawar recorded 273 ad-
missions of war casualties; the two surgical teams (one from the Finnish
Red Cross and the other from the ICRC) performed 336 operations and
gave 1,418 consultations to out-patients. At Quetta, 156 war casualties
were admitted to the hospital and 261 operations were performed by
the Italian Red Cross surgical team; 762 consultations were given to
out-patients. Owing to the growing number of admissions in comparison,
with the preceding months, the hospital capacity was increased from
40 to 60 beds and an additional surgeon, also provided by the Italian
Red Cross, was sent to Quetta.

The mobile first-aid teams of the Pakistan Red Crescent, based in
Miram Shah, Parachinar, Wana, Badini and Chaman, also continued
to tend the wounded crossing the border, and to evacuate those who
needed surgical treatment to the hospitals of Peshawar and Quetta,

In May and June, 18 new patients were admitted to the paraplegics
centre in Peshawar,

Kampuchea

The ICRC pursued its programme of assistance for several hospitals
in Phnom Penh (“17 April”, “The Revolution”, *“7 January”, 2 Decem-
ber”), and for the paediatric clinic and the malaria treatment centre.
This aid mainly consisted in supplying equipment to distill water and
make perfusions. In addition, the ICRC regularly supplied medical
equipment to the mobile blood-bank teams of the local Red Cross, as
well as to the medical teams of the French, Swedish and Swiss Red
Cross Societies, working respectively at Kandal and Prey Veng,
Kompong Chhnang and Kompong Cham.

During the first half of the year, 26 flights organized by the ICRC
between Bangkok, Ho Chi Minh City and Phnom Penh, transported
13.7 tonnes of relief supplies and 214 passengers to Kampuchea, either
for the ICRC itself or for other humanitarian organizations. Besides
this, in June, a flight from Singapore to Phnom Penh transported
2.3 tonnes of medicaments and medical equipment (value: 35,000 Swiss
francs) for the ICRC pharmacy at Phnom Penh.

Thailand

The two ICRC hospitals in Khao-I-Dang and in Kab Cherng, on
the Khmer-Thai border, continued their activities normally. At the end
of June, the medical teams working in these hospitals consisted of
4 surgeons, 4 anaesthetists and 13 nurses sent by nine National Red
Cross Societies (Belgium, Finland, France, Iceland, Japan, Norway,
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Sweden, Switzerland and United Kingdom). The medical co-ordinator
and the administrator of the hospital in Khao-I-Dang were sent by the
New Zealand and the Canadian Red Cross Societies respectively.
Moreover, 120 Thai and Khmer medical staff assisted these teams in their
work.

Since the beginning of the year, the Khao-I-Dang hospital has
registered 1,168 admissions (including 446 war casualties) and the one
at Kab Cherng 650 (including 84 war casualties).

The two Thai Red Cross medical teams in charge of one of the out-
patients sections at the hospital in Khao-I-Dang have given about
33,500 consultations. The ICRC also gives financial support, amounting
to about 240,000 Swiss francs per month, to the Thai Red Cross assistance
programmes for Thai civilians and Khmer refugees.

During the first half of the year, the medical relief provided by the
ICRC to the Khao-I-Dang and Kab Cherng hospitals, to the infirmary
at the Aranyaprathet prison and to the dispensaries of border camps,
totalled more than 500,000 Swiss francs. Furthermore, during the same
period, the ICRC distributed relief supplies in the camps (mainly para-
medical equipment) worth approximately 157,000 Swiss francs.

The work of the ICRC tracing agency in Thailand remained con-
siderable throughout the first six months of the year, except for a short
period in April, when its activities were reduced after the dispersal of
refugees from the camps owing to a fresh outbreak of fighting on the
border. Enquiries were made in an attempt to trace about 4,000 persons
and approximately 10,000 letters were exchanged between refugees and
their families, settled either in another camp or abroad. Moreover, the
ICRC arranged for 1,363 persons to be transferred, issued 21 travel
documents and registered 1,292 new refugees.

Middle East

Missions from Geneva

Mr. Jean Hoefliger, ICRC delegate general for the Middle East and
North Africa, was in Teheran from 19 to 29 May, when the ICRC
resumed its visits to Iragi prisoners of war detained in Iran.

From 10 to 14 June Mr. Hoefliger was in Damascus, where he had
talks with representatives of the Syrian authorities and senior members
of the Palestinian movement “Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine/General Command”. During his stay, the ICRC delegate
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general had access to three Israeli prisoners captured in Lebanon in May,
who filled in capture cards and family messages.

Repatriation of prisoners

After several months of negotiations through the intermediary of
the ICRC, Syria and Israel began, on 28 June at Kuneitra, to release
prisoners of war and civilian internees whom they handed over to the
ICRC for repatriation. The mortal remains of soldiers who had fallen
in Lebanon in 1982 were also repatriated on this occasion.

Israel handed over 291 Syrian prisoners of war captured in Lebanon
in 1982 and the mortal remains of 72 soldiers to the ICRC. It also
released 20 Syrian civilian internees, 7 of whom were accompanied to
Damascus and 13 returned to their homes on the Golan heights.

For its part, Syria released 6 Israeli prisoners of war, 3 of whom had
been captured in Lebanon in 1982 and 3 others in May 1984, and returned
the mortal remains of 5 Israelis.

Lebanon

Following developments in the general situation, ICRC relief action
in Lebanon considerably diminished during the months of May and June,
as the most urgent needs of the civilian population affected by the events
had been met. The relief distributed monthly amounted to about
200 tonnes for approximately 30,000 recipients. Fourteen convoys were
also organized for isolated villages situated in the Chouf mountains and
the Bekaa Valley. Three boats, chartered by the ICRC, transported
a part of the necessary food and equipment from Cyprus to Lebanon.
During the first half of the year, relief distributions (food, soap, blankets,
kitchen utensils and family parcels) totalled 2,307 tonnes, and benefited
about 125,000 persons.

ICRC nurses and doctors continued visiting the medical centres in
the various parts of Lebanon. The amount of dressings and medical equip-
ment distributed declined substantially, despite the outbursts of violence
and sporadic shelling to which the civilian populations of Beirut and
Tripoli were subjected. On 11 June, after the shelling of residential areas
in the capital and the suburbs to the south, the ICRC gave the Lebanese
Red Cross 800 units of blood, provided by the Finnish, Norwegian and
Swiss Red Cross Societies, for distribution in its medical centres. On
27 June, after the bombardment of an island off Tripoli, the ICRC and
voluntary first-aid workers of the Lebanese Red Cross evacuated by sea
one casualty and seven bodies. The ICRC delegates also made numerous
visits to hospitals and dispensaries in Tripoli in order to evaluate their
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needs. The value of the medical kits, medicaments and surgical equip-
ment distributed from 1 January to 30 June amounted to 2.1 million
Swiss francs.

The ICRC also continued supporting the activities of the Lebanese
Red Cross. During the first half of the year, aid provided to the National
Society represented about 500,000 Swiss francs. It took the form of
almost 5,000 units of blood and 425 units of plasma (donated by the
National Societies of Finland, France, Italy, Norway and Switzerland),
medical kits, 24 ambulances (donated by the National Societies of
Denmark, Finland, the Federal Republic of Germany and Norway),
wheel chairs (donated by the Spanish Red Cross), and medicaments
bought in Lebanon for about 110,000 Swiss francs. The ICRC further-
more undertook to finance the costs of setting up a Lebanese Red Cross
medico-social and first-aid centre in the southern suburb of Beirut. The
installation and running costs of this centre for the first six months have
been estimated at 91,000 Swiss francs.

ICRC prosthetists continued helping amputees and victims of the
events, in the orthopaedic centres of Beit Chebab and Saida. Consulta-
tions are also given periodically in Baakline, Baalbek, Faloogha and
Tyre, at Lebanese Red Cross premises, for persons who can be fitted
with appliances immediately.

The 12 ICRC delegates in Saida and Tyre, including a doctor,
continued making complete monthly visits to the prisoners held in
Ansar, as well as weekly visits to register new prisoners. Relief was pro-
vided during these visits. At the end of June, the ICRC had registered
602 prisoners at Ansar.

In conformity with the mandate entrusted to it under the Fourth
Geneva Convention, the ICRC pursued its efforts to extend its traditional
activities of protection to the civilian population in southern Lebanon.
It also continued its regular visits to the Palestinian camps around Saida
and Tyre.

Through its Tracing Agency offices in Beirut, Joonieh, Tripoli,
Baalbek, Ksara, Saida and Tyre, the ICRC received or transmitted more
than 20,000 family messages in May and June. It also organized five
repatriations. The relatively large number of messages exchanged through
the Tracing Agency was due mainly to the increasing difficulties of com-
munication between southern Lebanon and the rest of the country.

Conflict between Iran and Iraq

On 19 May, after a nine-month interruption, the ICRC resumed its
visits to Iraqi prisoners of war in the Islamic Republic of Iran. By the
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end of June, the ICRC delegates in Teheran had visited three camps,
where they saw some 11,000 prisoners of war. About 500 new prisoners
were registered and corresponding capture cards were transmitted to
the power of origin.

In Iraq, regular visits to some 7,300 Iranian prisoners of war were
continued.

Between 1 January and 30 June, nearly 720,000 family messages
were exchanged through the Central Tracing Agency in Geneva, between
Iraqi and Iranian prisoners and their respective families in the two
countries. Furthermore, 5,789 enquiries concerning missing persons
were handled.

To cope with the growing activities, the staff at the ICRC delegations
in Baghdad and in Teheran was increased: 16 delegates are presently
based in Iraq and 15 in Iran. They are assisted in their duties by 39 locally
recruited employees, 36 in Iran and 3 in Iraq.

Europe

Missions from Geneva

Mr. Alexander Hay, President of the ICRC, accompanied by the
regional delegate, visited Czechoslovakia from 31 May to 3 June, where
he was received by the President of the Republic, Mr. Gustav Husak,
and had working sessions with the Deputy Prime Minister, Mr. Lucan,
the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Svoboda, as well as the
President of the Czechoslovak Red Cross, Mr. Hatiar. Mr. Hay also
attended the opening of the Ninth Congress of the National Red Cross
and delivered a speech.

Mr. Maurice Aubert, ICRC Vice-President, went to Belgium and in
Brussels, on 29 May, he met representatives of the Foreign Ministry
and discussed a number of problems of mutual interest.

At the invitation of the Alliance of Red Cross and Red Crescent So-
cieties of the USSR, Mr. Aubert, accompanied by Mr. Peter Kiing, ICRC
delegate general for Europe and North America, was in the Soviet
Union from 11 to 16 June, and visited Moscow and Leningrad.
Mr. Aubert had talks with members of the Executive Committee of the
Alliance, during which the main subject of discussion was the Red Cross
and peace.

On the return journey, the delegate general stopped over at Warsaw,
where he met the President of the Polish Red Cross to take stock of ICRC
activities in Poland.
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Spain

From 6 May to 2 June, three ICRC delegates—one of whom was
a doctor — carried out a series of visits to places of detention in Spain.
They went to 7 places of detention, where they saw 424 persons accused
of or sentenced for “acts of terrorism’. The visits took place in accord-
ance with the normal ICRC procedure.
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MISCELLANEOUS

States Party to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949
and to the Protocols Additional of 8 June 1977

Summary as on 30 June 1984

The January-February 1984 issue of our Review included a list, as
on 31 December 1983, of the States party to the Geneva Conventions
of 12 August 1949 and to the Protocols of 8 June 1977. Without re-
producing this list in full, we simply wish to mention the States which
became party to these treaties during the first half of 1984.

States Party to the Geneva Conventions

By 31 December 1983, 155 States had become party to the Geneva
Conventions of 12 August 1949.

On 11 May 1984, the Republic of Cape Verde (156th State) deposited
its instruments of accession to the Conventions. The treaties therefore
enter into force for this State on 11 November 1984.

On 29 June, Belize (157th State) deposited its instruments of ac-
cession to the Conventions. The treaties therefore enter into force for
Belize on 29 December 1984.

States Party to the Protocols

By 31 December 1983, 38 States had become party to Protocol I

and 31 to Protocol II.
During the first half of 1984, the following States deposited their
instruments of accession or ratification:

24 February French Republic, accession to Protocol II only (32nd
State); entry into force: 24 August 1984.

16 March Republic of Cameroon, accession to Protocol I (39th
State) and to Protocol II (33rd State); entry into force:
16 September 1984.
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29 March Sultanate of Oman, accession to Protocol I (40th State)
and to Protocol II (34th State); entry into force: 29 Sep-
tember 1984,

21 June Togolese Republic, ratification of Protocol I (41st State)
and of Protocol II (35th State); entry into force: 21 De-
cember 1984,

29 June Belize, accession to Protocol I (42nd State) and to Pro-
tocol IT (36th State); entry into force: 29 December 1984.

Thus, by 30 June 1984, 42 States had become party to Protocol I
and 36 States to Protocol IL.
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ADDRESSES OF NATIONAL SOCIETIES

AFGHANISTAN (Democratic Republic) — Afghan
Red Crescent, Puli Artan, Kabu/.

PEOPLE’S SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF ALBANIA
— Albanian Red Cross, 35, Rruga e Barrika-
davet, Tirana

ALGERIA (Democratic and People’s Republic)
- Algerian Red Crescent Society, 15 bis, Bou-
levard Mohamed V, Algiers.

ARGENTINA — Argentine Red Cross, H. Yrigoyen
2068, 1089 Buenos Aires.

AUSTRALIA — Australian Red Cross, 206, Claren-
don Street, East Melbourne 3002,

AUSTRIA — Austrian Red Cross, 3 Gusshaus-
strasse, Postfach 39, Vienna 4.

BAHAMAS — Bahamas Red Cross Society, P.O.
Box N 91, Nassau.

BAHRAIN — Bahrain Red Crescent
P.O. Box 882, Manarna.

BANGLADESH — Bangladesh Red Cross Society,
34, Bangabandhu Avenue, Dhaka 2.

PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF BENIN — Red Cross
of Benin, B.P. 1, Porto Novo.

BELGIUM — Belgian Red Cross, 98 Chaussée
de Vleurgat, 1050 Brussels

BELIZE — The Belize Red Cross Society, P.O.
Box 413, Belize-City.

BOLIVIA — Bolivian Red Cross, Avenida Simdn
Bolivar, 1515, La Pa:.

BOTSWANA -— Botswana Red Cross Society,
Independence Avenue, P.O. Box 485, Gaborone.

BRAZIL - Brazilian Red Cross, Praga Cruz
Vermelha 10-12, Rio de Janeiro.

BULGARIA — Bulgarian Red Cross, 1,
Biruzov, Sofia 27.

BURMA (Socialist Republic of the Union of) —
Burma Red Cross, 42 Strand Road, Red Cross
Building, Rangoon.

BURUNDI — Red Cross Society of Burundi, rue
du Marché 3, P.O. Box 324, Byjumbura.

CAMEROON — Cameroon Red Cross Society,
rue Henry-Dunant, P.O.B. 631, Yaoundé.

CANADA — Canadian Red Cross, 95 Wellesley
Street East, Toronto, Ontario, M4Y 1HG.

CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC —
African Red Cross, B.P. 1428, Bangui.

CHILE — Chilean Red Cross, Avenida Santa
Maria 0150, Correo 21, Casilla 246V., Santiago.

CHINA (People’s Republic) — Red Cross Society
of China, 53 Kanmien Hutung, Peking.

COLOMBIA — Colombian Red Cross, Avenida 68,
No. 66-31, Apartado Aéro 11-10, Bogotd D.E.

CONGO, PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF THE — Croix-
Rouge Congolaise, place de la Paix, Brazzaville.

COSTA RICA — Costa Rican Red Cross, Calle 14,
Avenida 8, Apartado 1025, San José.

CUBA — Cuban Red Cross, Calle 23 No. 201 esq.
N. Vedado, Havana.

CZECHOSLOVAKIA — Czechoslovak Red Cross,
Thunovska 18, 118 04 Prague 1.

DENMARK — Danish Red Cross, Dag Hammarsk-
jolds Allé 28, Postboks 2600, 2100 Kebenhavn .

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC — Dominican Red
Cross, Apartado Postal 1293, Santo Domingo.

ECUADOR — Ecuadorian Red Cross, Calle de
la Cruz Roja y Avenida Colombia, 118, Quiro.

EGYPT (Arab Republic of) — Egyptian Red
Crescent Society, 29, El-Galaa Street, Cairo.

EL SALVADOR — El Salvador Red Cross,
17 Av. Norte y 7a. Calle Poniente, Centro de
Gobierno, San Salvador, Apartado Postal 2672.

Society,

Boul.

Central

ETHIOPIA -~ Ethiopian Red Cross, Rass Desta
Damtew Avenue, Addis Ababa.

FLJI — Fiji Red Cross Society, 193 Rodwell Road.
P.O. Box 569, Suva.

FINLAND — Finnish Red Cross, Tehtaankatu 1 A,
Box 168, 00141 Helsinki 14/15.

FRANCE — French Red Cross, 17 rue Quentin
Bauchart, F-75384 Paris cepex 08.

GAMBIA — The Gambia Red Cross Society, P.O.
Box 472, Banjul.

GERMAN DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC — German
Red Cross in the German Democratic Republic,
Kaitzerstrasse 2, DDR 801 Dresden 1.

GERMANY, FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF-—German
Red Cross in the Federal Republic of Germany,
Friedrich-Ebert-Allee 71, 5300, Bonn 1, Postfach
1460 (D.B.R.).

GHANA — Ghana Red Cross, National Head-
quarters, Ministries Annex A3, P.O. Box 835,
Accra.

GREECE — Hellenic Red Cross, rue Lycavittou 1,
Athens 135.

GUATEMALA — Guatemalan Red Cross, 3* Calle
8-40, Zona 1, Ciudad de Guatemala.

GUYANA — Guyana Red Cross, P.O. Box 351,
Eve Leary, Georgetown.

HAITI — Haiti Red Cross, Place des Nations Unies,
B.P. 1337, Port-au-Prince.

HONDURAS — Honduran Red Cross, 7a Calle,
la y 2a Avenidas, Comayagiiela, D.M.

HUNGARY — Hungarian Red Cross, V. Arany
Janos utca 31, Budapest V. Mail Add.: 1367
Budapest 5, Pf. 121.

ICELAND — Icelandic Red Cross, Néatini 21,
105 Reykjavik.

INDIA — Indian Red Cross, 1 Red Cross Road,
New Delhi 110001.

INDONESIA — Indonesian Red Cross, Jalan
Abdul Muis 66, P.O. Box 2009, Djakarta.

IRAN — Iranian Red Crescent, Avenue Ostad
Nejatollahi, Carrefour Ayatollah Taleghani,
Teheran.

IRAQ — Iragi Red Crescent, Al-Mansour, Baghdad.

IRELAND — Irish Red Cross, 16 Merrion Square,
Dublin 2.

ITALY — Italian Red Cross, 12 via Toscana, Rome.

IVORY COAST — Ivory Coast Red Cross Society,
B.P. 1244, Abidjan.

JAMAICA — Jamaica Red Cross Society, 76 Arnold
Road, Kingston 5.

JAPAN — Japanese Red Cross, 1-3 Shiba-Daimon 1-
chome, Minato-Ku. Tokyo 105.

JORDAN — Jordan National Red Crescent Society,
P.O. Box 10 001, Amman.

KENYA — Kenya Red Cross Society, St. John's
Gate, P.O. Box 40712, Nairobi.

KOREA, DEMOCRATIC PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC
OF — Red Cross Society of the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea, Pyongyang.

KOREA, REPUBLIC OF — The Republic of Korea
National Red Cross, 32-3Ka Nam San-Dong,
Seoul.

KUWAIT — Kuwait Red Crescent Society, P.O.
Box 1350, Kuwait.

LAO PEOPLE’S DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC —
Lao Red Cross, P.B. 650, Vientiane,

LEBANON — Lebanese Red Cross, rue Spears,
Beirut.

LESOTHO — Lesotho Red Cross Society, P.O.
Box 366, Maseru.



LIBERIA — Liberian National Red Cross, National
Headquarters, 107 Lynch Street, P.O. Box 226,
Monrovia,

LIBYAN ARAB JAMAHIRIYA - Libyan Arab
Red Crescent, P.O. Box 541, Benghazi.

LIECHTENSTEIN — Liechtenstein Red Cross,
Vaduz.

LUXEMBOURG — Luxembourg Red Cross, Parc
de la Ville, C.P. 404, Luxembourg.

MALAGASY REPUBLIC — Red Cross Society of
the Malagasy Republic, rue Patrice Lumumba,
Antananarivo.

MALAWI — Malawi Red Cross, Hall Road,
Blantyre (P.O. Box 30080, Chichiri, Blantyre 3).

MALAYSIA — Malaysian Red Crescent Society,
National HQ, No. 32 Jalan Nipah off Jalan Am-
pang, Kuala Lumpur 16-03.

MALI — Mali Red Cross, B.P 280, Bamako.

MAURITANIA — Mauritanian Red Crescent
Society, B.P. 344, Avenue Gamal Abdel Nasser,
Nouakchoztt,

MAURITIUS — Mauritius Red Cross, Ste Thérése
Street, Curepipe.

MEXICO — Mexican Red Cross, Avenida Ejército
Nacional n° 1032, México 10 D.F.

MONACO — Red Cross of Monaco, 27 boul. de
Suisse, Monte Carlo.

MONGOLIA — Red Cross Society of the Mongolian
People’s Republic, Central Post Office, Post
Box 537, Ulan Bator.

MOROCCO — Moroccan Red Crescent, B.P.
189, Rabat.

NEPAL — Nepal Red Cross Society, Tahachal,
P.B. 217, Kathmandu.

NETHERLANDS —- Netherlands
P.O.B. 30427, 2500 GK The Hague.

NEW ZEALAND — New Zealand Red Cross,
Red Cross House, 14 Hill Street, Wellington 1.
(P.O. Box 12-140, Wellington North.)

NICARAGUA — Nicaragua Red Cross, D.N,
Apartado 3279, Managua.

NIGER — Red Cross Society of Niger, B.P. 386,
Niamey.

NIGERIA —- Nigerian Red Cross Society, Eko
Aketa Close, off St. Gregory Rd., P.O. Box 764,
Lagos.

NORWAY — Norwegian Red Cross, Drammens-
veien 20 A, Oslo 2, Mail add.: Postboks 2338,
Solli, Oslo 2.

PAKISTAN -- Pakistan Red Crescent Society,
National Headquarters, 169, Sarwar Road,
Rawalpindi.

PAPUA NEW GUINEA — Red Cross of Papua
New Guinea, P.O. Box 6545, Boroko.

PANAMA — Panamanian Red Cross, Apartado
Postal 668, Zona 1, Panamd.

PARAGUAY —- Paraguayan Red Cross, Brasil 216,
Asuncion.

PERU — Peruvian Red Cross, Av. Camino del Inca
y Nazarenas, Urb. Las Gardenias - Surco -
Apartado 1534, Lima.

PHILIPPINES — Philippine National Red Cross,
Bonifacio Drive, Port Area, P.O. Box 280,
Manila 2803.

POLAND — Polish Red Cross, Mokotowska 14,
Warsaw.

PORTUGAL — Portuguese Red Cross, Jardim 9
Abril, 1 a 5, Lisbon 3.

QATAR -— Qatar Red Crescent Society, P.O. Box
5449, Doha.

ROMANIA — Red Cross of the Socialist Republic
of Romania, Strada Biserica Amzei 29, Bucares:.

RWANDA - Rwanda Red Cross, B.P. 425, Kigali.

Red Cross,:

SAN MARINO -- San Marino Red Cross, Palais
gouvernemental, San Marino.

SAUDI ARABIA — Saudi Arabian Red Crescent,
Riyadh.

SENEGAL — Senegalese Red Cross Society, Bd
Franklin-Roosevelt, P.Q.B. 299, Dakar.

SIERRA LEONE — Sierra Leone Red Cross
Society, 6A Liverpool Street, P.O.B. 427,
Freetown.

SINGAPORE — Singapore Red Cross Society,
15 Penang Lane, Singapore 0923,

SOMALIA (DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC)—Somali
Red Crescent Society, P.O. Box 937, Mogadishu.

SOUTH AFRICA -— South African Red Cross,
77(3 g; Villiers Street), P.O.B. 8726, Johannesburg
2000.

SPAIN — Spanish Red Cross, Bduardo Dato 16,
Madrid 10.

SRI LANKA (Dem. Soc. Rep. of) — Sri Lanka
Red Cross Society, 106 Dharmapala Mawatha,
Colombo 7.

SUDAN — Sudanese Red Crescent, P.O. Box 235,
Khartoum.

SWAZILAND — Baphalali Swaziland Red Cross
Society, P.O. Box 377, Mbabane.

SWEDEN — Swedish Red Cross, Fack, S-104 40
Stockholm 74.

SWITZERLAND — Swiss Red Cross, Rain-
mattstr. 10, B.P. 2699, 3001 Berne.
SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC — Syrian Red

Crescent, Bd Mahdi Ben Barake, Damascus.
TANZANIA — Tanzania Red Cross Society,
Upanga Road, P.O.R. 1133, Dar es Salaam.
THAILAND - Thai Red Cross Society, Paribatra
Building, Chulalongkorn Memorial Hospital,

Bangkok.

TOGO — Togolese Red Cross Society, 51 rue Boko
Soga, P.O. Box 655, Lomd.

TONGA — Tonga Red Cross Society, P.O. Box
456, Nuku'alofa.

TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO — Trinidad and
Tobago Red Cross Society, Wrightson Road
West, P.O. Box 357, Port of Spain, Trinidad,
West Indies.

TUNISIA — Tunisian Red Crescent, 19 rue d'Angle-
terre, Tunis.

TURKEY — Turkish Red Crescent, Yenisehir,
Ankara.

UGANDA — Uganda Red Cross, Nabunya Road,
P.O. Box 494, Kampala.

UNITED KINGDOM —- British Red Cross, 9
Grosvenor Crescent, London, SWIX 7EJ.

BURKINA FASO — Burkina Faso Red Cross,
P.O.B.

340, Ouagadougou.

URUGUAY — Uruguayan Red Cross, Avenida 8
de Octubre 2990, Montevideo.

U.S.A. — American National Red Cross, |7th and
D Streets, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006.
U.S.8.R. — Alliance of Red Cross and Red Crescent
Societies, I. Tcheremushkinskii proezd 5,

Moscow 117036.

VENEZUELA — Venezuelan Red Cross, Avenida
Andrés Bello No. 4, Apart. 3185, Caracas.

VIET NAM, SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF —
Red Cross of Viet Nam, 68 rue Ba-Tritu, Hanoi.

YEMEN (Arab Republic) — Yemen Red Crescent
Society, P.O. Box 1471, Sana’a.

YUGOSLAVIA — Red Cross of Yugoslavia,
Simina ulica broj 19, Belgrade.

REPUBLIC OF ZAIRE — Red Cross of the Repu-
blic of Zaire, 41 av. de la Justice, B.P. 1712,
Kinshasa.

ZAMBIA — Zambia Red Cross, P.O. Box R.W.1,
2837 Brentwood Drive, Lusaka.

ZIMBABWE — The Zimbabwe Red Cross Society,
P.O. Box 1406, Harare.
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